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ABSTRACT
Title: Investigating the implementation of course syllabi at
Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory School in 
Northern Cyprus 
Author: Eren Suleyman Kufi
Thesis Chairperson: Dr. Phyllis Lim, Bilkent University,
MA TEFL Program
Thesis Committee Members: Dr. Teri S. Haas,
Ms. Susan D. Bosher,
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program
This descriptive study was designed primarily to investigate
whether the students' perceived needs are addressed in their classes at
Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory School (EMUEPS),
and if the course syllabi or weekly programs meet the students needs' in
terms of preparing them for further studies in their departments.
The participants were 28 teachers and administrators, and 80
students from various programs within the institution. Interviews were
held with administrators and teachers, a questionnaire was developed and
administered to teachers and students.
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The first research question concerned to what extent what gets 
taught in the classroom is based on the course syllabi and weekly 
programs. According to the results the majority of the teachers say 
that what gets taught in the classroom is based on the course syllabi 
and weekly programs.
The second research question concerned to what extent the weekly 
programs are based on the course syllabi developed by the skill leaders. 
The results of the teacher questionnaires indicated that the majority of 
teachers feel that the weekly programs are based on the course syllabi. 
However, many teachers were unaware of the difference between the course 
syllabi and the weekly programs.
The third research question concerned to what extent the course 
syllabi or weekly programs are appropriate to the needs of the students. 
Results of the teacher and student questionnaires indicated that the 
objectives stated in the questionnaires are considered important for the 
students, by both teachers and students, but are not sufficiently
covered in the classroom.
The fourth research question concerned to what extent the course 
syllabi or weekly programs are consistent with the institution's 
objectives. The results of the teachers' questionnaires indicate that 
most teachers feel the syllabi and the weekly programs reflect the 
institution's objectives. However, some teachers said they were not 
quite sure what the institution's objectives were.
In conclusion, the study discovered that the course syllabi or 
weekly programs for each skill do not cover completely the students' 
needs in class, and that the teachers do not always know the difference 
between course syllabi and weekly programs. As a result, most teachers 
were teaching without knowing the objectives of their lessons. The 
results of this study suggest that a curricular team should be 
organized, to ensure consistency among the skill leaders when developing 
their course syllabi. Furthermore, an explicit curriculum should be 
developed for EMUEPS in order for there to be coherence among the 
teaching of the skills in the classes, and across the divisions of the 
institution (policy, syllabi, teaching resources, testing, teacher 
training programs, and classroom implementation).
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem
One of the most important aspects of an institution is to have an 
appropriate curriculum in order for its management and implementation to 
occur in the classroom. An institution should have a curriculum that 
specifies general goals of a program, as well as a viewpoint on the 
nature of language, and language learning, and an educational-cultural 
philosophy (Dubin & Olshtain, 1986).
The curriculum, stated by Nunan (1989), can be seen as a 
statement of intention, the what-should-be of a language program as 
shown in syllabus outlines, objectives, and different kinds of other 
planning documents. According to Nunan (1989), curriculum can also be 
used to describe what actually goes on from moment to moment in the 
language classroom. So, a detailed curriculum is needed in order to 
have coherence among the sections in the institution, and consistency 
among the teachers while teaching in class.
But what happens if there is no explicit curriculum in a certain 
institution? How does this effect the teachers and the students? This 
is one of the major problems in the English Preparatory School at 
Eastern Mediterranean University, in the Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus. At Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory School 
(EMUEPS), there are about 1,500 students and 83 teachers. The purpose 
of the school is to prepare students for English-medium university 
courses and to give a good grounding in English at the 
upper-intermediate level.
The Turkish students first take an exam which is prepared by the 
Institute for Higher Education (YOK), in Turkey, and if they succeed in 
getting the required score to enter our University, they come to 
Northern Cyprus to take the English language proficiency test, which is
prepared by our institution. The Turkish Cypriot students are not 
required to take the test set by YOK, but they take the proficiency test 
along with the students that come from Turkey.
After taking the proficiency test, students that obtain a score of 
60 and above go directly to their departments for further study. The 
students who receive less than 60 attend the preparatory school. They 
are grouped according to a placement test set by the testing office. 
There are three levels in the preparatory school. Program C Level 
consists of students who score between 0-20 on the placement test.
These students are beginners or false beginner students. Program B 
students are those who score between 20-39 on the placement test; they 
constitute the pre-intermediate level students. Program A level 
students are intermediate students who score between 40-59 on the 
placement test.
A student has to stay in the preparatory school at least a year. 
The students are exposed to general English, which consists of the four 
skills (reading, writing, listening, speaking), vocabulary, and grammar. 
The students also take two achievement tests during the first semester 
and another two during the second semester at all levels. The 
achievement tests are prepared by the testing office and peer-reviewed 
by native teachers. There are also about 10 quizzes, which are prepared 
by each teacher for his or her class within each semester. Each teacher 
gives a class report and this constitutes 40% of the students' marks, 
and the achievement tests constitute 60% of the total grade. The class 
report consists of the students' quiz marks, class participation, and 
homework grades.
At the end of the year, if the average of the students' grade is 
60 or over, they take a Program Completion examination. If their grade 
again is 60 or over, they can take the June proficiency examination. If
they get over 60 on this test, they go to their departments. If they do 
not get over 60, they have a chance to take the September proficiency 
test. The students who do not get over 60 on the Program Completion 
test cannot take the June proficiency test; instead, they have to take 
the September proficiency test with the new students. These students 
may attend an 8-week summer course in July and August, to prepare them 
for the September proficiency exam. If the students get 60 or over on 
this exam, they can go to their departments, but if they get less than 
60, they have to stay in EMUEPS for another year. Usually about 15% or 
20% of the students fail each year, and have to stay in the preparatory 
school for another year.
Our University is an English-medium university with four 
faculties: The Faculty of Arts and Sciences, The Faculty of Business
and Economics, The Faculty of Engineering, and The Faculty of 
Architecture. We also have several polytechnical schools, which offer 
2-year courses in technical subjects and award a diploma, and The School 
of Tourism and Hospitality Management, which is also for 2 years. Post­
graduate degree programs are 2 to 3 years, undergraduate degree programs 
are 4 years, diploma programs are 2 years, and the preparatory school is 
for 1 year. There are about 6,500 students studying in various 
departments and in the preparatory school at the University.
The objectives of the preparatory school, as stated in the 
school's pamphlet, which is distributed to teachers at the beginning of 
each academic year by the preparatory school administration, are: to 
teach the students how to read and understand so they can easily follow 
their courses; to learn the necessary writing skills so they will be 
able to take notes, and write reports; to be able to listen and speak in 
order to follow their lectures; and to be able to ask questions of their 
lecturers when they go to their departments.
In the preparatory school, there is a director, two assistant 
directors (one for administrative affairs and one for student affairs), 
six teacher trainers (experienced teachers who train inexperienced 
teachers by organizing courses and workshops), a head of the testing 
unit, five skill leaders (teachers who prepare the syllabi and program 
materials, and help the testing unit organize test questions), and 
course teachers. There are a total of 83 staff members in the 
Preparatory School.
After interviewing several teachers who are also part of the 
administration of the school, and talking to several course teachers, I 
came to the conclusion that there is no explicit curriculum in the 
preparatory school. The only guide for the teachers are the course 
syllabi prepared by the skill leaders. There are four syllabi which 
represent the four skills (writing, reading, listening, speaking), a 
syllabus for vocabulary, and a syllabus for Core English (grammar).
Each skill leader prepares three course syllabi, one for each 
program (for beginners level, intermediate level and upper-intermediate 
level). The skill leaders teach for 8 hours a week within these 
programs. The rest of the 12 hours when they are not teaching, they 
prepare extra materials to support the textbooks, have meetings with 
their teachers to learn what is happening in the classes, and try to 
solve problems related to the course syllabi.
The course syllabi are prepared according to different sources. 
First, the skill leaders refer to the textbooks and take the main 
teaching topics from the units and use them in their syllabi. After 
consultations with the administration, they may add new teaching topics 
which are not in the book, and supplement them with other materials.
The skill leaders can also leave out topics which they feel have no 
relevance for the course.
During the development of the course syllabi, the administration 
has a greater say then the skill leaders or the course teachers. The 
skill leaders prepare the course syllabi under the supervision of the 
administration. The skill leaders then prepare the weekly programs 
according to the syllabi. The teachers usually do not know anything 
about the syllabi as a whole, and do not receive a copy. They only get 
a weekly program at the beginning of each week showing what they are 
supposed to do in the classroom for that week, and usually without 
specifying the aims or objectives of the teaching points they have to 
teach that week. For example, in the grammar weekly program the 
structures that should be taught that week are listed, but the reason 
for the students to learn the structures are not given. The other 
weekly programs regarding the four basic skills also do not specify the 
aims or objectives of the teaching points to be covered each week.
The teachers have a chance to give their opinions about the 
teaching topics when they come together at meetings with their skill 
leaders, but this is usually in the middle of the week when it is not 
possible to amend the situation if there are some problems. Thus, as we 
can see, the syllabi and weekly programs are developed and passed on 
top-down only, from the administrators and the skill leaders to the 
teachers.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to learn about what happens in the 
classrooms at Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory 
School (EMUEPS), if the teachers are really following the course syllabi 
and weekly programs prepared by the skill leaders, to determine if there 
is coherence between the intended course content, as specified in the 
weekly programs, and the implemented course content. Another purpose is 
to determine if the course syllabi and weekly programs meet the needs of
the students and if they are appropriate to the institution's 
objectives.
The results of this study will inform the administration and the 
course teachers if the classes are based on the course syllabi and
weekly programs, as the course teachers are the ones who teach in class
and know the students and the course. In addition, the results of this 
study may indicate the need for course teachers to become involved in 
the preparation of course syllabi, so there will be consistency between 
the intended course content and the implemented course content.
Research Questions
As there is no explicit curriculum in EMUEPS, I would like to 
investigate the relationship between what gets taught in the classroom, 
and the syllabi and weekly programs developed by the skill leaders. I 
would like to find out: v
1. To what extent what gets taught in the classroom is
based on the course syllabi and weekly programs; if not, what
is course content based on?
2. To what extent are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabi?
3. Are the course syllabi or weekly programs appropriate to the 
needs of the students; if not, in what ways should they be 
changed?
4. Are the course syllabi or weekly programs appropriate to the 
institutions' objectives, as stated in the school pamphlet; if 
not, in what ways should they be changed?
Significance of the Study
The results of this study will help determine if the skill 
objectives in the course syllabi and weekly programs are really based on 
the needs of the students, so that when students complete the language
preparatory program at EMUEPS, they will not have any difficulties when 
they go to their departments. The results of this study will also help 
determine the need for a comprehensive curriculum at EMUEPS, as the 
syllabi and the weekly programs are the only instructional documents in 
our institution. A comprehensive curriculum would include the 
"institution's goals, teacher training programs, teaching materials and 
resources, teaching and learning acts" (Johnson, 1989). Finally, this 
study may help other institutions which are having the same problems as 
EMUEPS in terms of organizing course syllabi, weekly programs, and 
curriculum.
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
The aim of this literature review is to provide information about 
the importance of curriculum and syllabi, as well as discuss research 
that has been done on curricular and syllabus matters. The first 
section of this chapter concerns the importance of curriculum and what 
theoreticians and researchers say about curricular matters. The second 
section addresses the importance of syllabus and what theoreticians and 
researchers say about syllabus matters. The third section discusses the 
importance of both curriculum and syllabus, and the relationship between 
the two. The fourth section suggests the contribution of this study to 
the literature on curriculum development.
Importance of Curriculum
A curriculum consists of four major areas, according to Bellon and 
Handler (1982): goals, organizations, operations, and outcomes. There 
is a close relationship among these areas, but there are important 
distinctions among them, too. Goals deal with the desired outcomes; 
organizations with the resources, structures, communication process, and 
programs; operations with the daily functioning of the program; and 
outcomes with the intended or unintended program results (Bellon & 
Handler, 1982).
When we want to plan a curriculum, according to Nunan (1988), we 
have to take into consideration the learners' needs and purposes; 
establish goals and objectives; select and grade content; organize 
appropriate learning arrangements and learner groupings; and select, 
adapt, or develop appropriate materials, learning tasks, and assessment 
and evaluation tools (Nunan, 1988).
Nunan (1989) also suggests that teachers should be as explicit as 
possible about the goals and objectives of their courses. They should 
find out the learners' opinions about content and methodology, and, if
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there are mismatches between the expectations of the learners and the 
official curriculum, these should be resolved through discussions and 
negotiation (cited in Johnson, 1989).
We must also not forget that in designing foreign language (FL) 
curricula, effective organization is also very important, and is often 
overlooked (Aydelott, 1995) . Many FL programs give careful thought to 
linguistic content and sequencing, and instructional materials and 
activities, but they do not give importance to those factors that relate 
to the structure and process of implementing the curriculum. Physical 
space, classroom temperature, number of students, or time of day can 
also effect the way teachers conduct a class and in the way learners 
receive instruction (Aydelott, 1995).
The main purpose of curriculum development and evaluation, 
according to Bellon and Handler (1982), is to strengthen educational 
programs so that students will have improved learning opportunities. 
Steps being considered for improving the curriculum need to be evaluated 
in terms of their likely impact on student learning (Bellon & Handler, 
1982) .
In addition, program improvement activities are most effective 
when teachers at all levels show a commitment to achieving agreed-upon 
goals or statements of purpose which lend direction to the curriculum 
(Bellon Sc Handler, 1982) . Program improvement efforts are successful 
when all the teachers, including school system leaders, are actively 
involved in steps to achieve the intended goals (Bellon & Handler,
1982).
In order to achieve the conditions that motivate good performance, 
according to Bellon and Handler (1982) , it is important to enable people 
to work within the context of a well-organized, smoothly functioning 
program. When the teachers are given clear information about the
curriculum improvement process, they are more likely to make a 
commitment to curriculum development and evaluation activities (Bellon & 
Handler, 1982).
However, curriculum improvement must be approached as an ongoing 
systematic process (Bellon & Handler, 1982) . With the number of subject 
areas, special projects, and educational services that are now part of 
most school programs, a systematic approach that allows for feedback and 
adjustment is very important. Long-range planning which provides 
continuous opportunities for productive staff involvement will make it 
possible to accomplish desired changes slowly and smoothly. Also, a 
systematic change will help to ensure that programs remain responsive as 
the needs of students and communities change (Bellon & Handler, 1982).
Importance of Syllabus
If there is a syllabus, it is very useful document for 
investigating the existing situation at an institution (Dubin &
Olshtain, 1986). But sometimes a syllabus can be too general, and does 
not include enough details for course planning, which leaves the teacher 
and course designers with no direction in which to proceed. On the 
other hand, a syllabus can also be too detailed. If this is so, the 
course goals may not be realistic, and can confuse the teachers (Dubin & 
Olshtain, 1986).
Yalden's definition of syllabus also uses the concept of a 
document which allows for maximum effectiveness in achieving the course 
goals (1987) :
A syllabus is an instrument to be used to coordinate all aspects 
of language teaching. As such, it should not be rigid, but 
flexible; not closed, but open-ended; and not static, but subject 
to constant revision as a result of feedback from the classroom.
(p. 77)
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On the other hand, a syllabus should be made explicit enough for 
the teacher without being rigid, and should be at least partially 
produced by teachers (Yalden, 1987). In fact, it often is produced 
entirely by teachers. Help from experts of various kinds is often not 
available or is not needed. To have teachers participate in syllabus 
production ensures complete understanding of the end product (Yalden, 
1987).
Bowen, Harold, and Hilferty (1985) provide a list of items they 
feel are necessary to be included in the end product, in order for the 
syllabus to be effective as a tool for both implementing and evaluating 
a course: (a) a general statement of course purpose, (b) a student 
profile, (c) a statement concerning selected approaches to syllabus 
design, linguistic analysis, and language teaching, (d) instructional 
goals, (e) performance objectives, (f) exit criteria specifications,
(g) a teacher profile, (h) class size, (i) calendar and hours 
allocations, (j) recommended texts, supplementary materials, and 
audiovisual aids, (k) out-of-class activities, e.g., tutorial 
activities. Learning Center time, assigned homework time, (1) minimal 
instructional standards, that is, teacher responsibilities, and 
(m) testing and grading (Bowen, Harold, & Hilferty, 1985).
A syllabus of any kind is viewed as providing for control of the 
learning process (Widdowson, 1984). Control is necessary to attain an 
efficient approach to second language teaching and learning; it is 
exercised by the institution or the teacher, but in some situations 
control can and should also be exercised by the learner (cited in 
Yalden, 1987).
Importance of both Curriculum and Syllabus
Most definitions of curriculum and syllabi make a distinction 
between curriculum as a more general concept and syllabus as a more
11
specific one. According to Allen (1984), a curriculum is a broad 
concept which includes philosophical, social, and administrative factors 
that help the planning of an institutional program. Syllabi are part of 
a curriculum which gives information about what units will be taught 
(cited in Brumfit, 1984) .
Similarly, Candlin (1985), states that curricula are concerned 
with making general statements about language learning, the purpose of 
language learning, language learning experiences, evaluation, and the 
role relationships of teachers and learners. Curricula may also contain 
learning items and suggestions about how these might be used in class. 
Syllabi are more localized and are based on accounts and records of what 
actually happens at the classroom level as teachers and learners apply a 
given curriculum to their own situation. These accounts can be used to 
make modifications to the curriculum, so that the developmental process 
is continual (cited in Nunan, 1988) .
Both curriculum and syllabi are also very important for the 
development of a new program because they provide continuous guidelines 
for the teacher in planning classes, and for students in setting their 
own personal goals (Bowen Harold, & Hilferty, 1985).
In his survey on curriculum development, Richards (1986) pointed 
out that more attention has traditionally been given to language syllabi 
than curriculum. But syllabi do not include important points of a 
curriculum like needs analysis, methodology, and evaluation (cited in 
Nunan, 1988), which are essential for successful teaching in 
institutions. Therefore, a curriculum should be given more importance 
by administrators.
Even without an explicit curriculum, however, there are general 
goals in an institution (Dubin & Olstain, 1986). These general goals 
are reflected in the beliefs and attitudes of the teachers and
12
administrators in the program. In the absence of an explicit 
curriculum, a program may have syllabi to cover the course objectives 
and to give instructions to the teachers. But not having a specific 
policy can lead to misunderstandings among the faculty members. For 
example, if teachers and course designers do not agree on the 
fundamental goals of courses, there will be endless disagreements among 
the faculty members and inconsistency in content and methodology across 
courses (Dubin & Olshtain, 1986).
Syllabi and curriculum, according to Rodgers (1989), are terms 
that used to be used interchangeably, but now syllabi are used only to 
describe the content of a given course, a small part of the complete 
school program. The curriculum consists of the activities that the 
institution favors the students to be involved in their courses. The 
activities are not only what students learn, but how they learn,'' and how 
teachers help them learn, using what kinds of materials and pedagogical 
styles, methods of evaluation, and in what kind of facilities (cited in 
Johnson, 1989).
So as a result, having both curriculum and syllabi in an 
institution is very important. A curriculum is an important document, 
because it includes broader aspécts like administrative decision-making, 
syllabus planning, materials design, classroom activities, and 
evaluation procedures. Syllabi are also important because they give 
guidance for teachers to implement the language activities which the 
teachers will use or through which learners will learn in class; the 
language functions which the learner will practice; the general and 
specific notions which the learner will be able to handle; and the 
degree of skill with which the learner will be able to perform in the 
target language.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
This descriptive study investigated and analyzed the data obtained 
from questionnaires administered to students, teachers, and 
administrators at EMUEPS. The student questionnaires were aimed to find 
out what student's perceived needs are, and if they are addressed in the 
classroom by the teachers. I was also trying to find out to what extent 
teachers use the weekly programs distributed by the skill leaders, and 
to what extent these programs, assuming they are used, meet the 
student's needs. At the end of my research it will be necessary to give 
the results to the administration to create awareness of the degree of 
coherence between the intended course content and the implemented course 
content, and to determine if changes should be made in preparing course 
syllabi, or whether a new curriculum should bevdeveloped altogether.
Subjects
Two assistant directors, the head of the testing unit, two skill 
leaders, and a teacher trainer were interviewed in order to find out 
what they thought about the institution's curriculum, syllabi, and 
weekly programs, and to prepare the questionnaires according to the 
results of the interview. The teachers who were interviewed were 
purposely selected because they are a part of the administration, and 
are the most experienced teachers at the English Preparatory School. It 
was felt what they had to say would have great importance in developing 
my questionnaires.
The director, two assistant directors, the head of the testing 
unit, three skill leaders, two teacher trainers and six course teachers 
participated in pilot-testing the questionnaires for the teachers.
The director, two assistant directors, five skill leaders, the 
head of the testing unit, four teacher trainers, and 17 course leaders
completed the revised questionnaires.
For the student questionnaires that were pilot-tested, 15 students 
represented each of the levels in a program. Five students represented 
Program C (beginners or false beginners level), another five students 
Program B (pre-intermediate), and five students Program A (intermediate 
level). As the students were randomly selected, they were from 
different nationalities (from the Turkish mainland and from Northern 
Cyprus), and genders.
From 15 classes (5 classes from each program), 100 students were 
randomly selected to complete the revised questionnaires. There were 
about 30 students in each class, but only six or seven students were 
given a questionnaire.
Instruments
Questionnaires v
The questionnaires were a modified version of the "needs/press 
interaction questionnaire for evaluation of a language teaching program" 
(Henning, 1987). This technique serves as a valuable instrument for 
assessing the extent to which students or teachers perceive that a 
program satisfies their instructional needs. A Likert-type 
questionnaire was designed in order to get information about the degree 
of importance given to various instructional components, as well as the 
extent to which these instructional components are covered in the 
classroom. The questionnaires were valid because they contained a 
representative sample of the language skills used in EMUEPS, and were 
based primarily on objectives listed in the course syllabi. In 
addition, some questions addressed issues that came up during interviews 
with administrators at EMUEPS.
Teacher questionnaire. The aim of the first part of the teacher 
questionnaire was to find out if the teachers thought that each of the
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items on the questionnaire, teaching objectives organized according to 
the skills, were important for the students' needs in terms of their 
future academic course-work and to what extent the teachers thought each 
of these items were covered by the course syllabi or weekly programs. A 
5-point Likert-scale was used to assess importance. Descriptors ranged 
from not important (1) to extremely important (5), depending on the 
degree of importance teachers assigned each teaching objective.
On the piloted questionnaires for teachers, there was a Yes-No 
section regarding coverage of each of these skills. In addition, after 
each set of items regarding a particular skill, there was space provided 
for the teacher to comment on the clarity of the items.
The second part of the teacher questionnaires aimed to find out to 
what extent the teachers prepared their lessons from the course syllabi, 
and if the weekly programs were based on the course syllabi. Other 
questions tried to find out if the teachers knew the specific objectives 
of their institution, and if they thought that the course syllabi and 
the weekly programs met those objectives. Several open-ended questions 
asked teachers to explain some of their answers or comment in the spaces 
provided.
Student questionnaire. The aim of the student questionnaire was 
also to find out if the students thought that each of the items related 
to the language skills was important for their own needs, in terms of 
being able to cope with the demands of their departments in their 
academic field of study, and to see if these skills were covered by 
their teachers in class. Two Likert-type scales were used side-by-side: 
one for importance, and the other for coverage. The descriptors for the 
first scale varied from not important (1) to extremely important (5), 
depending on the degree of importance students assigned each teaching 
objective. The descriptors for the second scale varied from never
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covered (1) to always covered (5), depending on students' perceptions of 
how much each item was covered in class by the teacher. The student 
questionnaires also included space after each set of items for comments 
on the clarity of the items.
Changes in questionnaires after pilot-testing. After piloting the 
questionnaires, some alterations were made in order to accomplish the 
objectives of this research study. The yes/no questions that indicated 
coverage on the teachers' questionnaire were changed into a Likert-type 
format, which varied from never covered (1) to always covered (5), as on 
the student questionnaire. In the second part of the teacher 
questionnaire, a third alternative was added to the set of possible 
responses ("sometimes/not quite") to increase variation in the answers 
to questions regarding the course syllabi, weekly programs, and the 
institution's objectives. The revised teacher and student 
questionnaires did not include space after each set of items for 
additional comments. See Appendix B for a copy of the teacher 
questionnaire, and Appendix C for a copy of the student questionnaire.
Validity and reliability of questionnaires. The questionnaires 
were valid because they contained a representative sample of the 
language skills used in EMUEPS. Indeed, in order to be able to answer 
the first research question of this study, whether what gets taught in 
the classroom is based on the course syllabi and weekly programs, the 
questionnaire was developed based on a large extent on the existing 
course syllabi. The questionnaires were presumed to be reliable because 
first, they were pilot-tested to ensure that the questions and the 
design were appropriate to the research questions, and that the wording 
of the questions and the format were clear. Secondly, the students from 
each level in the program at EMUEPS were randomly selected and there was 
no favoritism shown in the distribution of the questionnaires. Although
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the course teachers who filled out the teacher questionnaires were 
randomly selected, great importance was given to having experienced 
teachers with at least three years of experience in the institution fill 
out the questionnaires as part of the administration.
Procedures
Interviews
The purpose of the interviews was to find out what the 
administration thought about the institution's curriculum, syllabi, and 
weekly programs, and how important they thought all of them were for the 
institution. The questions that I used for the interviews were prepared 
by me, and are included in Appendix A. I typed seven questions on a 
piece of paper and gave them to the administrators before interviewing 
them. They had about 15 minutes to go over the questions. After that,
I recorded the interviews on a cassette recorder. The results of the 
interviews helped me to prepare my pilot questionnaires.
Questionnaires
Pilot cruestionnaires. The questionnaires for pilot-testing (for 
teachers and students), were first prepared in English. Then the 
students' questionnaire was translated into Turkish, as the students' 
level of English was not considered advanced enough for them to 
comprehend all the details and prevent confusion. The teachers 
questionnaires were not translated into Turkish because it was felt that 
the teachers were proficient enough in English to answer the questions.
I pilot-tested the questionnaires in March in Northern Cyprus. To 
do this, the EMUEPS administration was well informed beforehand, and as 
a result, subjects (administrators, course teachers, and students) were 
ready for me to administer the pilot questionnaires. First, I gave 
about 15 questionnaires to the administrators and the course teachers 
(the director, two assistant directors, the head of the testing unit.
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three skill leaders, two teacher trainers, and six course teachers).
The course teachers were randomly selected, as it was not possible to 
include everybody in the pilot-testing. About 15 students were also 
randomly selected from three classes (five students from each class and 
from each level), and the pilot questionnaires given to them. The 
student questionnaire was pilot-tested in order to assess their 
perceptions of their needs in English, as well as the usefulness of what 
happens in their language classes.
Revised questionnaires. Administering the revised questionnaires 
to teachers and students was done during the data collection week, as 
the MA TEFL (Master of Arts in Teaching English as a Foreign Language) 
students were on holiday in Turkey, but EMUEPS was not. One week was 
enough for me to collect the data needed for my research.
The revised teacher questionnaires were given to faculty members 
and administrators including the director, two assistant directors, five 
skill leaders, the head of the testing unit, four teacher trainers, and 
17 course teachers. The course teachers who were selected for 
participation in the study were the ones who had the most experience in 
EMUEPS. As they knew the students and the institution well, it was felt 
the results of the questionnaires would be more meaningful with their 
participation.
The revised student questionnaires (see Appendices C and D for 
English and Turkish versions, respectively) were given to about 100 
students from 15 classes. The students were randomly selected. Five 
classes were selected from each of the proficiency levels, which means 
that five classes represented Program C (beginners or false beginners 
level), five classes represented Program B (pre-intermediate level), and 
five classes represented Program A (intermediate level).
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Data Analysis
Open-ended items on the questionnaires were analyzed using 
qualitative analysis. The data were selected depending on their 
relevance for pre-existing categories of analysis, and sorted 
accordingly. Then, in a second phase, the categories were confirmed, 
for instance, by cross-referencing, to see whether there were 
relationships between the teachers' answers with the students' answers 
that would assist in understanding the results of the questionnaires.
Data collected from close-ended items on the questionnaires were 
calculated and reported using descriptive statistics. Descriptive 
statistics refers to a set of procedures which are used to describe 
different aspects of the data. The types of descriptive statistics used 
in this study were means and percentages.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Introduction
The aim of this study was to determine if what gets taught in the 
classroom at EMUEPS is based on the course syllabi and weekly programs, 
and if what gets taught meets the needs of the students. In addition, 
this study also tried to find out to what extent the weekly programs are 
based on the course syllabi, and if the course syllabi and weekly 
programs are appropriate to the institution's objectives. This study 
investigated what skill objectives students and teachers felt were most 
appropriate for the students to learn in order to be able to manage 
their academic studies in their departments, and if these same skill 
objectives were indeed covered in class. The questionnaires were 
developed primarily from the objectives listed on the course syllabi, 
but also included questions which addressed issues that came up in 
interviews with administrators. Questionnaires were'‘given to 30 
teachers, but only 28 were completed. One hundred questionnaires were 
given to students, but only 80 questionnaires were returned.
Results of Data Analysis
Two Likert-type scales were provided on the questionnaire for the 
students and the teachers. The first scale concerned the importance of 
certain skill objectives, and the second regarded whether these 
objectives were covered in class. The teacher questionnaires also 
included a second part concerning the syllabi and weekly programs for 
each skill area. Teachers were asked to fill out the second part for 
all skill areas they were currently teaching or had taught within the 
last three years. The answers given to each question were tabulated and 
analyzed as mean (M) scores and percentages (%).
The importance scale used for each item ranged from not important 
(1) , somewhat important (2), important (3), very important (4), to 
extremely important (5). The coverage scale used for each item varied
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from never covered (1), seldom covered (2), sometimes covered (3), often 
covered (4), to always covered (5). A sample questionnaire is included 
in Appendix B.
The mean of the responses for all items on the questionnaires are 
reported in the tables that follow. The means of the teachers' and 
students' responses are reported in the same table in the sections on 
Importance and Coverage to be able to compare their answers. Agreement 
between teachers' and students' perceptions of either importance or 
coverage of skill objectives was based on a difference in their mean 
scores of .59 or less. Discrepancy in teachers' and students' opinions 
regarding either importance or coverage was based on a difference in 
their mean scores of .60 or above. Discrepancy between teachers' and 
students' perceptions was also used to determine which items would be 
further displayed in tables which included percentages of responses to 
each of the five possible descriptors. In the tables regarding 
percentages, strong importance was determined by adding responses 4 and 
5 together, less importance by adding 1 and 2.
The researcher had to be selective in reporting the percentages 
for individual items, in order to focus on data that was most 
significant for answering the research questions. Discrepancies between 
teachers' and students' assessment of either importance or coverage were 
considered more relevant to answering the specific research questions 
whether the course syllabi address the needs of the students, and 
whether the syllabi are implemented in the classroom.
Items that teachers and students agreed upon in terms of 
importance or coverage (i.e., the difference in their mean scores was 
.59 or less) are just reported and not discussed further. The items 
that showed discrepancy in teachers' and students' opinions regarding 
either importance or coverage (i.e., the difference in the mean scores 
was .60 or above) were regarded as more significant for answering the
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research questions. Many of these items are reported in tables that 
show frequency of responses for each item.
The lack of discrepancy between the mean scores of teacher and 
student responses was confirmed by a close look at the percentage of 
responses for all items, including those not reported in percentage 
tables here. In other words, if there was no discrepancy based on 
means, there was none based on percentages either.
Importance
Results of Listening Items
Items 1-6 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each listening skill objective is important for students in terms of 
preparing them for their academic studies. The results (see Table 1) 
show that teachers gave importance to item 2, whereas the students gave 
more importance to item 5.
Table 1 '
Importance of Listening Objectives
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Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
1. Understanding lectures 4.31 3.82
2. Taking notes from lectures 4.56 3.51
3. Predicting unknown words 3.93 3.45
4. Completing listening center activities 3.62 3.23
5. Completing comprehension tasks 3.68 4.88
6. Listening for the gist 3.87 3.85
The importance given to the other items (1, 3, 4, 6) was more or 
less the same between teachers and students (under .60). Although there 
was a discrepancy in the assessment of importance between teachers and 
students for items 2 (1.05) and 5 (1.2), (over .60), only the 
percentages of responses to item 2 are presented in Table 2, as a close 
look at the percentages of responses for the other item (5) indicated 
there was no substantial discrepancy between teachers and students when 
percentages of responses were taken into consideration.
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Table 2
Importance of Taking Notes from Lectures (Item 2)
Teachers (n=16) 
% Students (N=80) %
M = 4.56
1 . 0 
2. 6.25
3 . 0
4. 25.00
5. 68,75
M = 3.51
1 . 
2 . 
3 .
4.
5.
0
11.25
22.50
32.50
26.25
Total 100 92.50
Missing responses: 6 (7.50)
Item 2 concerned taking notes from lectures on a variety of topics 
in the field of study. The results (see Table 2) show that the vast 
majority of the teachers (94%), and more than half of the students (59%) 
gave strong importance to this listening objective.
Results of Speaking Items
V
Items 7-12 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each speaking skill objective is important for students in their 
academic studies. The results (see Table 3) show that teachers gave 
more importance to items 9 and 10, whereas students gave more importance 
to item 7.
Table 3
Importance of Speaking Objectives
Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
7. Pronouncing accurately 3.31
8. Speaking easily in discussions 4.31
9. Asking questions in class 4.68
10. Answering questions in class 4.56
11. Transforming information 4.00
12. Talking about main points of lectures 3.62
4.25 
4.08 
3.63 
3.86 
3.45 
3.82
The importance given to other items (8, 11, and 12) was more 
or less the same between teachers and students (under .60). As there 
was a discrepancy in the assessment of importance between teachers and
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students for items 7 (.94), 9 (1.05), and 10 (.70), (over .60), the 
percentages of responses to these items are presented in Tables 
4, 5, and 6.
Table 4
Importance of Pronouncing Accurately (Item 7)
Teachers (n=16) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 2.50
2 . 6.25 2. 2.50
M = 3.31 3. 25.00 M = 4.25 3. 16.25
4 . 31.25 4. 31.25
5. 31.25 5. 47.50
Total 93.75 100
Missing responses: 1 (6.25)
Item 7 concerned pronouncing accurately so that the student can be 
understood by a native speaker. The results (see Table 4) show that 
the majority of teachers (63%), and a large majority of students (78%) 
gave strong importance to this objective.
Table 5
Importance of Asking Questions in Class (Item 9)
Teachers (n=l6) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 1.25
2 . 0 2. 8.75
M = 4.68 3 ., 12.50 M = 3.63 3 . 18.754 . 6.25 4 . 38.75
5., 81.25 5. 23.75
Total 100 91.25
Missing responses: 7 (8.75)
Item 9 concerned asking questions in class. The results (see 
Table 5) show that the vast majority of teachers (88%), and the majority 
of students (63%) gave strong importance to this objective.
Table 6
Importance of Answering Questions in Class (Item 10)
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Teachers (n=16) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 0
2 . 0 2 . 6.25
M = 4.56 3 ., 12.50 M = 3.86 3 . 16.25
4 ., 18.75 4 . 31.25
5., 68.75 5. 40.00
Total 100 93.75
Missing responses: 5 (6.25)
Item 10 concerned answering questions in class. The results (see 
Table 6) show that the vast majority of the teachers (88%), and a large 
majority of students (71%) gave strong importance to this objective. 
Results of Reading Items
Items 13-18 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each reading skill objective is important for students in their future 
academic studies. The results (see Table 7) show that the teachers gave 
more importance to most of the items (items 13, 15, 16, 17, and 18) than 
the students.
Table 7
Importance of Readincr Objectives
Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
13 . Understanding the main ideas 4.65 3.57
14 . Reading at a reasonable speed 3.60 3.42
15. Guessing the meaning of words 4.45 3.67
16 . Reading quickly (skimming) 4.50 3.5617 . Locating specific information 4.70 3.43
18 . Overcoming the urge to look up 
all unknown words in a dictionary 3.90 3.20
The importance given to item 14 was more or less the same between 
teachers and students (under .60). Although there was a discrepancy in 
the assessment of importance between teachers and students for items 13
(1.08), 15 (.78), 16 (.94), 17 (1.27), and 18 (.70), (over .60), only
the percentages of responses for items 13 and 15 are presented in Tables 
8 and 9, as a close look at the percentages of responses for the other 
items (16, 17 and 18) indicated there was no substantial discrepancy 
between teachers and students when percentages of responses were taken 
into consideration.
Item 13 concerned understanding the main ideas of a variety of 
texts in the field of study. The results (see Table 8) show that all 
of the teachers (100%), and more than half of the students (56%) gave 
strong importance to this objective. Twenty-nine percent of the 
students thought this objective was important.
Table 8
Importance of Understanding the Main Ideas (Item 13)
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Teachers (n=20) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 1.25
2. 0 2 . 7.50
M = 4.65 3 . 0 M = 3.57 3 . 28.75
4. 35.00 4 . 26.25
5. 65.00 5 . 30.00
Total 100 93.75
Missing responses: 5 (6.25)
Item 15 concerned guessing the meaning of unknown words from the 
context. The results (see Table 9) show that the vast majority of the 
teachers (90%), and majority of the students (65%) gave strong 
importance to this reading objective.
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Table 9
Importance of Guessing the Meaning of Unknown Words (Item 15)
Teachers (n=20) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M = 4.45
1 . 0
2 . 0
3. 10.00
4. 35.00
5. 55.00
M = 3.67
1. 1.25
2. 1.25
3. 22.50
4. 28.75
5. 36.25
Total 100 90.00
Missing responses: 8 (10)
Results of Writing Items
Items 19-24 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each writing skill objective is important for students in their future 
academic studies. The results (see Table 10) show that teachers gave 
more importance to most of the items (20, 21, 23, and 24) than the 
students.
Table 10
Importance of Writincr Objectives
Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
19. Writing a variety of text types
20. Choosing appropriate words 
Using sentence connectors correctly 
Avoiding spelling and punctuation 
errors
Organizing and presenting 
information 
Summarizing a text
21
22
23
24
.00
.54
.63
3.60
63
63
3.91 
3.83 
3.98
3.38
92
75
The importance given to items 19 and 22 was more or less the same 
between teachers and students (under .60). Although there was a 
discrepancy in the assessment of importance between teachers and 
students for items 20 (.71), 21 (.65), 23 (1.71), and 24 (.88),
(over .60), only percentages of responses for items 20 and 24 are 
presented in Tables 11 and 12, as a close look at the percentages of
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responses for the other items (21 and 23) indicated there was no 
substantial discrepancy between teachers and students when percentages 
of responses were taken into consideration.
Table 11
Importance of Choosing Appropriate Words (Item 20)
Teachers (n=ll) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M 4.54
1 .
2 .
3 ,
4 .
5 .
0
0
9.09
27.27
63.63
M = 3.83
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 ,
5 .
0
0
13.75
38.75 
37.50
Total 100 90.00
Missing responses: 8 (10)
Item 20 concerned choosing appropriate words based on the text 
type. The results (see Table 11) show that the vast majority of the 
teachers (91%), and a large majority of the students (76%) gave strong 
importance to this objective.
Table 12
Importance of Summarizing a Text (Item 24)
Teachers (n=ll) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M = 4.63
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 . 
5.
0
0
09.09 
18.18 
72.73
M = 3.75
1. 1.25
2. 7.50
3. 16.25
4. 28.75
5. 38.75
Total 100.00 92.50
Missing responses: 6 (7.50)
Item 24 concerned being able to summarize a text. The results 
(see Table 12) show that the vast majority of the teachers (91%) , and 
the majority of the students (68%) gave strong importance to this skill,
Results of Grammar Items
Items 25-30 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each grammar objective is important for students in their future 
academic studies. The results (see Table 13) show that teachers and the 
students gave nearly the same importance to most of the items (25, 26, 
27, 28, and 29, [under .60]).
Table 13
Importance of Grammar Objectives
30
Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
25 . Avoiding grammar errors 3.78 3.66
26 . Knowing and using grammar rules 3.65 3.82
27. Learning grammar to express oneself 3.86 3.83
28 . Recognizing grammar structures in reading passages 3.91 3.42
29 . Applying transformational rules 3.78 3.61
30. Providing exposure to authentic 
materials to differentiate use/usage 4.21 —
The teachers also thought that item 30 was very important. Only 
the teachers answered this question, as the students might have confused 
the difference between use and usage. As there was nearly the same 
importance given to all the items (except 30), items 25 (.12), 26 
(0.17), 27 (.03), 28 (.49), and 29 (.17), there was no need for 
displaying the percentages of responses in another set of tables.
Coverage
Results of Listening Items
Items 1-6 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each listening skill objective is covered in class. Coverage was 
determined by a mean score of 3 or more; lack of coverage by a mean 
score less than 3. The results (see Table 14) show that teachers 
indicated coverage of items 3, 5, and 6 (above 3), but teachers did not 
indicate coverage of items 1, 2, and 4 (below 3), whereas students 
indicated coverage of items 1, 2, 3 and 6 (above 3), but did not
31
indicate coverage of items 4 and 5, 
Table 14
Coverage of Listening Objectives
Items
Teachers
M StudentsM
1. Understanding lectures 2.87 3.50
2 . Taking notes from lectures 2.68 3.28
3 . Predicting unknown words 3.50 3.16
4 . Completing listening center activities 2.31 2.56
5. Completing comprehension tasks 4.00 2.91
6 . Listening for the gist 3.87 3.28
There was a discrepancy in the assessment of coverage between teachers 
and students for items 1 (.63), 2 (.60), and 5 (1.09), (over .60); 
therefore, the percentages of responses to these items are presented in 
Tables 15, 16, and 17.
Item 1 concerned understanding lectures about various topics. The 
results (see Table 15) show that only about 38% of teachers and the v 
majority of the students (65%) say that this listening objective is 
covered in class. Half of the teachers (50%) and 11% of students say 
that this item is seldom or never covered in class.
Table 15
Coverage in Class of Understanding Lectures (Item 1)
Teachers (n=16) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 6.25 1. 3.752 ., 43.75 2 . 7.50
M = 2.87 3 . 12.50 M = 3.5 3 ., 16.25
4 . 31.25 4 ., 42.505. 6.25 5 ., 22.50
Total 100 92.50
Missing responses: 6 (7.5)
Item 2 concerned taking notes from lectures on a variety of 
topics. The results (see Table 16) show that about 31% of the teachers 
and 30% of the students say that this objective is sometimes covered in
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class. There is a discrepancy in the extremes reported: 38% of the 
teachers and 9% of the students say that this listening objective is 
either seldom or never covered in class, whereas half of the students 
(50%), and 31% of the teachers say that it is covered in class.
Table 16
Coverage of Taking Lecture Notes (Item 2)
Teachers (n=16) Students (N=80)
% %
1. 31.25 1. 2.50
2. 6.25 2 . 6.25
M = 2.68 3. 31.25 M = 3.28 3 . 30.00
4. 25.00 4 . 26.25
5. 6.25 5. 23.75
Total 100 88.75
Missing responses: 9 (11.25)
Item 5 concerned completing comprehension tasks after listening to 
tapes. The results (see Table 17) show that the vast majority of the 
teachers (81%) , and about 44% of the students say that this objective is 
strongly covered in class.
Table 17
Coverage in Class of Completing Comprehension Tasks (Item 5)
Teachers (n=16) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 13.75
2 . 0 2 . 13.75
M = 4.00 3. 12.50 M = 2.91 3 . 18.75
4 . 43.75 4 . 25.00
5. 37.50 5 . 18.75
Total 93.75 90.00
Missing responses:! ( 6.25) 8 (10.00)
However, 19% of the students say that this objective is sometimes 
covered, and about 28% say that it is either seldom or never covered in 
class.
Results of SpeakincT Items
Items 7-12 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each speaking skill objective is covered in class. The results (see 
Table 18) show that teachers indicated coverage of items 8, 9, 10 (above 
3), but teachers did not indicate coverage of items 7, 11, and 12 (below 
3), whereas students indicated coverage of all the speaking items.
Table 18
Coverage of Speakincr Objectives
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Items TeachersM
Students
M
7. Pronouncing accurately 2.87
8. Speaking easily in discussions 3.81
9. Asking questions in class 4.00
10. Answering questions in class 4.25
11. Transforming information 2.93
12. Talking about main points of lectures 2.37
3.45 
3.18 
3.48 
3.85 
3.21 
3.32
Students agree with the teachers that items 7, 9, 10, and 11 
(difference in their mean scores was under .60) are either covered in 
class, or sometimes covered in class. As there was a discrepancy in the 
assessment of coverage between teachers and students for items 8 (.63) 
and 12 (.95), (over .60), the percentages of responses to these items 
are presented in Tables 19 and 20.
Item 8 concerned speaking easily and relatively smoothly, so that 
the student can participate in discussions. The results (see Table 19) 
show that the majority of the teachers (69%) and 40% of the students say 
that this speaking objective is covered in class. Some of the teachers 
(31%) and students (39%) say that this item is sometimes covered in 
class, whereas 19% of the students indicate that this objective is 
either seldom or never covered in class.
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Table 19
Coverage in Class of Speaking Easily in Discussions (Item 8)
Teachers (n=16) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 5.00
2 . 0 2 . 13.75
M = 3.81 3 ., 31.25 M = 3.18 3 . 38.75
4 ., 56.25 4. 30.00
5., 12.50 5. 10.00
Total 100 97.50
Missing responses: 2 (2.50)
Item 12 concerned talking about the main points of lectures 
watched on video.
Table 20
Coverage of Asking Questions in Class (Item 12)
Teachers (n=l6) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
1. 6.25 1. 6.252 . 31.25 2 . 15.00
M = 2.37 3. 18.75 M = 3.32 3. 31.25
4 . 25.00 4 . 28.75
5. 12.50 5. 17.50
Total 93.75 98.75
Missing responses;: 1 (6.25) 1 (8.75)
The results (see Table 20) show that some of the teachers (38%), 
and a little less than half of the students (46%) say that this speaking 
objective is always covered in class. Nineteen percent of the teachers 
and 31% of the students indicate that this item is sometimes covered in 
class. Thirty-nine percent of the teachers and 21% of the students 
reported that this objective is either seldom or never covered in class. 
Results of Reading Items
Items 13-18 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each reading skill objective is covered in class. The results (see
Table 21) show that teachers indicated coverage for all the items (13, 
14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 [above 3.]). The students indicated coverage for
items 13, 15, 17, and 18 (above 3.), but for items 14 and 16 students
did not indicate coverage (below 3.).
Table 21
Coverage of Reading Objectives
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Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
13. Understanding the main ideas 4.30 3.26
14 . Reading at a reasonable speed 3.25 2.78
15 . Guessing the meaning of words 4.50 3.18
16 . Reading quickly (skimming) 4.45 2.76
17 . Locating specific information 4.55 3.07
18 . Overcoming the urge to look up 
all unknown words in a dictionary 3.15 3.17
Although there was a discrepancy in the assessment of coverage 
between teachers and students for items 13 (1.04), 15 (1.32), 16 (1.69),
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and 17 (1.48), (over .60), only the percentages of responses for items
13 and 16 are presented here in table form, as a close look at the 
percentages of responses for the other items (15 and 17) indicated there 
was no substantial discrepancy between teachers and students when 
percentages of responses were taken into consideration.
Item 13 concerned understanding the main ideas of a variety of 
texts in the field of study (e.g. textbooks, magazine articles, journal 
articles) .
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Table 22
Coverage in Class of Understanding the Main Ideas (Item 13)
Teachers (n=20) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M 4.30
1 . 0
2. 5.00
3. 5.00
4. 45.00
5. 45.00
M = 3.26
1. 5.00
2. 13.75
3. 26.25
4. 28.75
5. 20.00
Total 100 93.75
Missing responses: 5 (6.25)
The results (see Table 22) show that the vast majority of teachers 
(90%) and nearly half of the students (49%) say that this item is 
covered in class. Five percent of the teachers and 26% of the students 
indicated that this objective is sometimes covered in class. However,
5% of the teachers and 19% of the students reported that this item is 
either seldom or never covered in class.
Item 16 concerned reading quickly (skimming) to get the general 
idea of what a text is about. The results (see Table 23) show that the 
vast majority of the teachers (90%) indicated that this objective is 
covered in class. However, only 25% of the students agree with the 
teachers. Ten percent of the teachers and 35% of the students said that 
this objective is sometimes covered in class, 35% of the students 
reported that this item is either seldom or never covered in class.
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Table 23
Coverage in Class of Reading Quickly (Skimming) (Item 16)
Teachers (n=20) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M = 4.45
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 . 
5.
0
0
10.00
35.00
55.00
M = 2.76
1 . 
2 . 
3. 
4 . 
5.
8.75 
26.25
35.00
15.00
10.00
Total 100 95.00
Missing responses: 4 (5)
Results of Writing Items
Items 19-24 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each writing skill objective is covered in class.
Table 24
Coverage of Writing Objectives
Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
19. Writing a variety of text types 4.18
20. Choosing appropriate words 3.54
21. Using sentence connectors correctly 4.27
22. Avoiding spelling and punctuation
errors 4.18
23. Organizing and presenting
information 4.63
24. Summarizing a text 2.36
3.45 
3.11 
3.32
2.90
2.46 
2.78
The results (see Table 24) show that teachers indicated coverage for 
items 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23, (above 3), but did not indicate coverage 
for item 24 (below 3). Students indicated coverage for items 19, 20, 
and 21 (above 3) but did not indicate coverage for items 22, 23, and 24 
(below 3). However, for items 20 (.43) and 24 (*42) students and 
teachers indicated agreement on coverage (less than .60). Although 
there was a discrepancy in the assessment of coverage between teachers 
and students for items 19 (.73), 21 (.95), 22 (1.28) and 23 (2.17), 
(over .60), only the percentages of responses for items 21 and 23 are
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presented in Tables 25 and 26, as a close look at the percentages of 
responses for the other items (19 and 22) indicated there was no 
substantial discrepancy between teachers and students when 
percentages of responses were taken into consideration.
Table 25
Coveracre in Class of Using Sentence Connectors Correctly (Item 21)
Teachers (n=ll) Students (N=80)
% %
1. 0 1. 5.00
2 . 0 2 . 5.00
M = 4.27 3. 18.18 M = 3.32 3 . 28.75
4. 36.36 4 . 31.255. 45.45 5. 21.25
Total 100 91.25
Missing responses: 7 ( 8.75)
Item 21 concerned using sentence connectors correctly to show the 
relationship among ideas in writing. The results (see Table 25) show 
that the vast majority of the teachers (82%), and more than half of the 
students (52%) said this objective is covered in class. Eighteen 
percent of the teachers and 29% of the students indicated that this item 
is sometimes covered, and about 10% of the students said that this item 
is either seldom or never covered in class.
Table 26
Coverage in Class of Organizing and Presenting Information (Item 23)
Teachers (n=ll) Students (N=80)
% %
1. 0 1. 6.25
2 . 0 2 . 33.75
M = 4.63 3 . 9.09 M = 2.46 3. 25.004 ., 18.18 4 . 21.25
5., 72.73 5. 2.50
Total 100 88.75
Missing responses: 9 (11.25)
Item 23 concerned organizing and presenting information according 
to various patterns, such as compare/contrast, cause/effect, and 
argumentative writing. The results (see Table 26) show that the vast 
majority of the teachers (91%), but only some of the students (24%) say 
this objective is covered in class. Twenty-five percent of the students 
indicated that this item is sometimes covered, and 40% reported that 
this item is either seldom or never covered in class.
Results of Grammar Items
Items 25-30 asked students and teachers to indicate to what extent 
each grammar objective is covered in class. The results (see Table 27) 
show that teachers and students indicated coverage for all the items 
(25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30 [above 3.]).
Table 27
Coverage of Grammar Objectives
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Items
Teachers
M
Students
M
25 . Avoiding grammar errors 4.00 3.32
26 . Knowing and using grammar rules 4.00 3.37
27 . Learning grammar to express oneself 3.65 3.27
28 . Recognizing grammar structures 
in reading passages 3.56 3.07
29. Applying transformational rules 4.21 3.02
30. Providing exposure to authentic 
materials to differentiate use/usage 3.26 —
For items 27 (.38) and 28 (.49), students and teachers agreed in 
their assessment of coverage (below .60). Item 30 was not asked to 
students in order to prevent confusion. There was a discrepancy in the 
assessment of coverage between teachers and students for items 25 (.68), 
26 (.63) and 29 (1.19), (over .60); however, only the percentages of 
responses for items 26 and 29 are presented in Tables 28 and 29, as a 
close look at the percentages of responses for the other item (25) 
indicated there was no substantial discrepancy between teachers and 
students when percentages of responses were taken into consideration.
Item 26 concerned knowing and using grammar rules appropriately in 
spoken and written English. The results (see Table 28) show that a 
large majority of the teachers (70%) and more than half of the students 
(54%) say that this item is covered in class.
Table 28
Coverage in Class of Knowing and Using Grammar Rules (Item 26)
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Teachers
%
(n=23) Students (N=80) 
%
1. 0 1. 5.00
2 . 0 2 . 12.50
M = 4.00 3 ., 30.43 M = 3.37 3 . 23.75
4 ., 39.14 4 . 32.50
5., 30.43 5. 21.25
Total 100 95.00
Missing responses: 4 (5)
However, 30% of the teachers and 24% of the students indicated that this 
item is sometimes covered, and about 18% of the students say that it is 
either seldom or never covered in class.
Item 29 concerned applying the transformational rules of grammar 
(e.g. active/passive, reported speech). The results (see Table 29) show 
that the vast majority of the teachers (83%), but less than half of the 
students (45%) said this item is covered in class. Thirteen percent of 
the teachers and 21% of the students indicated this objective is 
sometimes covered in class, and 4% of the teachers and 25% of the 
students said this item is either seldom or never covered in class.
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Table 29
Coverage in Class of Applying Transformational Rules (Item 29)
Teachers (n=23) 
%
Students (N=80) 
%
M = 4.21
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 . 
5.
0
4.34 
13.04 
39.15 
43.47
M = 3.02
1 .
2 .
3 .
4 . 
5.
6.25 
18.75 
21.25
30.00
15.00
Total 100 91.25
Missing responses: 7 (8.75)
Comparing Student Perceptions of Importance and Coverage of Objectives 
with Teacher Perceptions of Coverage in Class 
The items having to do with students' perceptions of importance 
and coverage of objectives and teachers' perception of coverage were 
compared, in order to determine to what extent the course syllabi or 
weekly programs are appropriate to the needs of the students, at least 
as perceived by the students themselves. Importance is determined by a 
mean score of 3 or above, but Coverage is determined by a mean score of 
4 or above.
Results of Listening Items
Items 1-6 were compared to see to what extent the students' 
perceptions of importance and coverage in the classroom of each 
listening objective are consistent with teachers' perceptions of 
coverage. The results (see Table 30) show that although the students 
gave importance to all the listening objectives (a mean score of 3 or 
above), their degree of coverage, as reported by the students, was less.
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Table 30
Comparing the Listening Objectives
Student Student Teacher
Importance Coverage CoverageItem M M M
1. Understanding lectures 3.82 3.50 2.87
2. Taking notes from lectures 3.51 3.28 2.683. Predicting unknown words
4. Completing listening center
3.45 3.16 3.50
activities 3.23 2.56 2.31
5. Completing comprehension tasks 4.88 2.91 4.00
6. Listening for the gist 3.85 3.28 3.87
The largest discrepancy concerns item 5 (over 1.09); students 
gave much importance to this item (a mean score of 3 or above), but also 
say that it is not covered enough in class (a mean score of less than 
4). However, the teachers feel that this item is often covered in 
class (a mean score of 4 or above). The results indicate that all 
listening objectives ought to be stressed in the speaking syllabus more 
intensively and covered more extensively in class, as these objectives 
are thought to be important for the students' academic studies in the 
future.
Results of Speaking Items
Items 7-12 were compared to see to what extent the students' 
perceptions of importance and coverage in the classroom of each speaking 
objective are consistent with teachers' perceptions of coverage. The 
results (see Table 31) show that students gave strong importance to all 
the items (mean score of 3 or above).
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Table 31
Comparing the Speaking Objectives
Item
Student
Importance
M
Student
Coverage
M
Teacher
Coverage
M
7. Pronouncing accurately 4.25 4.25 2.87
8. Speaking easily in discussions 4.08 3.18 3.819. Asking questions in class 3.63 3.48 4.0010. Answering questions in class 3.86 3.85 4.25
11. Transforming information
12. Talking about main points of
3.45 3.21 2.93
lectures 3.82 3.32 2.37
Students also said that only item 7 is covered in class (mean score 
of 4 or above). The teachers reported that only two items (9 and 10) 
are covered in class (mean score of 4 or above). The other items (7, 8, 
11, and 12), according to the teachers, need to be stressed in the 
speaking syllabus more intensively and covered more extensively in 
class, as these objectives are thought to be important for the students' 
academic studies in the future.
Results of Reading Items
Items 13-18 were compared to see to what extent the students' 
perceptions of importance and coverage in the classroom of each reading 
objective are consistent with teachers' perceptions of coverage. The 
results (see Table 32) show that students regarded all of the items as 
important (a mean score of 3 or above).
Table 32
Comparing the Reading Objectives
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Item
Student
Importance
M
Student
Coverage
M
Teacher
Coverage
M
13. Understanding the main ideas 3.57
14. Reading at a reasonable speed 3.42
15. Guessing the meaning of words 3.67
16. Reading quickly (skimming) 3.56
17. Locating specific information 3.43
18. Overcoming the urge to look up
all unknown words in a dictionary 3.20
3.26 
2.78
3 , 
2 , 
3 .
18
76
07
3.17
4.30 
3.25 
4.50 
4.45 
4.55
3.15
The students also reported that all of the items are not covered 
enough (less than 4). Teachers, on the other hand, said that most of 
the items are covered in class (13, 15, 16, 17 [a mean score of 4 or 
above]), with the exceptions of 14 and 18 (below 4). Therefore, 
these objectives need to be stressed in the reading syllabus more 
intensively, and covered more extensively in class, as these objectives 
are thought to be important for the students' academic studies in the 
future.
Results of Writing Items
Items 19-24 were compared to see to what extent the students' 
perceptions of importance and coverage in the classroom of each writing 
objective are consistent with teachers' perceptions of coverage. The 
results (see Table 33) show that students regarded nearly all of the 
items as important (3 or above), with the exception of item 23 (less 
than 3) .
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Table 33
Comparing the Writing Objectives
Student Student Teacher
Importance Coverage CoverageItem M M M
19. Writing a variety of text types 3.91 3.45 4.1820. Choosing appropriate words 3.83 3.11 3.5421. Using sentence connectors correctly
22. Avoiding spelling and punctuation
3.98 3.32 4.27
errors 3.38 2.90 4.18
23. Organizing and presenting
information 2.92 2.46 4.6324. Summarizing a text 3.75 2.78 2.36
According to the students' reports of coverage, all items need more 
attention in class by the teachers (less than 4). However, the 
teachers' reports of coverage are inconsistent with the students', as 
some of the items (19, 21, 22, and 23) teachers claim are covered in 
class (a mean score of 4 or above) . But teachers also stress that items 
2 0 and 24 needs to be covered more extensively in class (below 4) .
These objectives also have to be stressed in the writing syllabus more 
intensively, as these objectives are thought to be important for the 
students' academic studies in the future.
Results of Grammar Items
Items 25-30 were compared to see to what extent the students' 
perceptions of importance and coverage in the classroom of each grammar 
objective are consistent with teachers' perceptions of coverage. The 
results (see Table 34) show that all of the grammatical items are 
considered important by the students (a mean score of 3 or above) , but 
that none of them are covered enough in class (below 4) .
Table 34
Comparing the Grammar Objectives
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Student
Importance
Student
Coverage
Item
Teacher
Coverage
M M M
3.66 3.32 4.00
3.82 3.37 4.00
3.83 3.27 3.65
3.42 3.07 3.56
3.61 3.02 4.21
— _________ 3.26
25. Avoiding grammar errors
26. Knowing and using grammar rules
27. Learning grammar to express oneself
28. Recognizing grammar structures 
in reading passages
29. Applying transformational rules
30. Providing exposure to authentic 
materials to differentiate use/usage
Teachers' reports of coverage are inconsistent with students' in 
three items (25, 26, and 29), where teachers indicate these items are 
covered in class (a mean score of 4 or above); the teachers agree with 
the students that the other items (27 and 28) need to be covered more 
extensively in class (below 4). These objectives also have to be
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stressed in the grammar syllabus more intensively, as these objectives 
are thought to be important for the students' academic studies in the 
future. Only the teachers answered the last item (30), as the students 
might have confused the meaning of use and usage.
Results of Items Regarding the Relationships among Course Syllabi.
Weekly Programs, and Institutional Objectives
In this section the results of the second part of the teachers' 
questionnaires are given. This section included five questions:
1. Is a course syllabus given at the beginning of the semester?
2. Do the teachers refer to the course syllabus while preparing 
their lessons?
3. Are the weekly programs based on the course syllabus?
4. Do the teachers know the objectives of the Eastern 
Mediterranean University Preparatory School?
5. Does the course syllabus or weekly programs meet these 
objectives?
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There were three possible responses for items 31 and 32: (a) yes,
(b) sometimes, and (c) no, for items 33-35, there were also three 
possible responses: (a) yes, (b) not quite, and (c) no. Not all 
teachers responded to all items. Items 32 and 33 were only to be 
answered if the response to item 31 was yes. Similarly, item 35 was 
only to be answered if the response to item 34 was yes. Because a 
different number of teachers responded to each item it was not possible 
to have 100% response rate for each question. The number of teachers 
who responded to each item is included in the following tables.
Results of Listening Teachers
Items 31-35 asked teachers various questions about the listening 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives. The 
results (see Table 35) show various responses to the questions.
Table 35
Results Regarding Listening Course Syllabi. Weekly Programs, and 
Institutional Objectives
Item
n=16
Response %
31. Is a course syllabus given at Yes 43.75the beginning of semester? Sometimes 37.50
n=14 No 6.25
32 . If yes, do you refer to the Yes 37.50
the course syllabus while preparing Sometimes 18.75
lessons? No 0
33 .
n= 9
If the answer to 31 was yes, are the Yes 50.00
weekly programs based on the course Not quite 0
syllabus? No 0
34.
n= 8
Do you know the objectives Yes 81.25
of the Eastern Mediterranean Not quite 12.50
University Preparatory School? No 0
35 .
n=15
If yes, does the course syllabus or Yes 31.25
weekly programs meet these objectives? Not quite 50.00
n=13 No 0
According to some of the teachers (44%), a course syllabus is
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given to them at the beginning of the semester; 38% of the teachers said 
that a course syllabus is sometimes given to them. Thus, the vast 
majority of listening teachers, 81%, indicate familiarity to some extent 
with course syllabi. The other 19% of the teachers did not answer this 
item. The listening teachers also indicated that 38% of them refer to 
the course syllabus; 19% said they sometimes refer to it while preparing 
their lessons. Thus, more than half of the listening teachers, 56%, 
indicate usage to some extent of their course syllabi while preparing 
their lessons. The other listening teachers (44%) did not respond to 
this item. Half of the teachers (50%) reported that the weekly programs 
are based on the course syllabi. The other listening teachers (50%) did 
not respond to this item. The vast majority of the teachers (81%) said 
that they knew the objectives of their institution; 13% said not quite. 
The other 6% of listening teachers did not answer this item. Fifty 
percent of the teachers said that the course syllabi and weekly programs 
do not quite meet these objectives; 31% of teachers say they do. The 
other 19% of listening teachers did not answer this item.
Results of Speaking Teachers
Items 31-35 asked teachers various questions about the speaking 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives. The 
results (see Table 36) show that 38% of the teachers said that the 
course syllabus was given to them, and about 38% said that they 
sometimes were given a syllabus at the beginning of the semester. Thus, 
the large majority of speaking teachers, 76%, indicate familiarity to 
some extent with course syllabi. About 19% reported that they were not 
given a syllabus. Six percent of the speaking teachers did not answer 
this question.
Table 36
Results Recrardinq Speaking Course Syllabi. Weekly Programs, and
Institutional Objectives
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n=16Item Response
31. Is a course syllabus given at 
the beginning of semester? 
n=15
32. If yes, do you refer to
the course syllabus while preparing
lessons?
n= 8
33. If the answer to 31 was yes, are the 
weekly programs based on the course 
syllabus?
n= 8
34. Do you know the objectives 
of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School? 
n=15
35. If yes, does the course syllabus or 
weekly programs meet these objectives? 
n=ll
Yes
Sometimes
No
Yes
Sometimes
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
37.50
37.50 
18.75
37.50
12.50 
0
43.75 
6.25 
0
68.75 
25.00 
0
37.50 
25.00 
6.25
Thirty-eight percent of the teachers said they referred to the 
course syllabus while preparing their lessons; 13% said they sometimes 
referred to the course syllabus. Thus, more than half of the speaking 
teachers, 51%, indicate usage to some extent of their course syllabi 
while preparing their lessons. Fifty percent of the speaking teachers 
did not answer this item. Forty-four percent of the teachers indicated 
that the weekly programs were based on the course syllabus. Six percent 
said not quite, and the rest (50%) did not answer this item. The 
majority of teachers (69%) reported that they knew the institution's 
objectives, but 25% of the teachers indicated they were not sure. The 
other speaking teachers (6%) did not answer this item. According to 38% 
of the teachers, the course syllabus and the weekly programs meet the 
institution's objectives, but 25% of the teachers said they were not
quite sure, and 6% said not at all. The other speaking teachers (31%) 
did not answer this item.
Results of Reading Teachers
Items 31-35 asked teachers various questions about the reading 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives. The 
results (see Table 37) show that some of the teachers (30%) said that 
the course syllabus was given at the beginning of the semester; about 
30% of the teachers indicated that the syllabus was sometimes given at 
the beginning of the semester. Thus, the majority of reading teachers, 
60%, indicate familiarity to some extent with course syllabi. However, 
40% of the teachers reported that a course syllabus was not given at 
all. Some of the teachers (40%) reported that they referred to the 
syllabus while preparing their lessons; 5% said sometimes. Thus, 45% of 
the reading teachers indicate usage to some extent of their course 
syllabi while preparing their lessons. The other reading teachers (55%) 
did not respond to this item. Forty percent of the teachers said that 
the weekly programs were based on the course syllabus; 5% percent said 
not quite. The other reading teachers (55%) did not answer this 
question.
The majority of teachers (65%) indicated that they knew the 
objectives of their institution, whereas 35% of the teachers were not 
sure. Some of the teachers (40%) said that the course syllabi and 
weekly programs meet the institution's objectives, but some teachers 
(35%) said not quite. The other reading teachers (25%) did not answer 
this question.
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Table 37
Results Regarding Reading Course Syllabi. Weekly Programs, and
Institutional Objectives
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n=20
Item Response
31. Is a course syllabus given at Yes 30.00
the beginning of semester? Sometimes 30.00
n=20 No 40.00
32 . If yes, do you refer to Yes 40.00
the course syllabus while preparing Sometimes 5.00
lessons?
n=ll
No 0
33 . If the answer to 31 was yes, are the Yes 40.00
weekly programs based on the course Not quite 5.00
syllabus?
n=ll
No 0
34 . Do you know the objectives Yes 65.00
of the Eastern Mediterranean Not quite 35.00
University Preparatory School? 
n=20
No 0
35. If yes, does the course syllabus or Yes 40.00
weekly programs meet these objectives? Not quite 35.00
n=15 No 0
Results of Writing Teachers
Items 31-35 asked teachers various questions about the writing 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives. The 
results (see Table 38) show that about 45% of the teachers indicated 
that the course syllabus was given at the beginning of each semester. 
Some teachers (18%) said that a course syllabus was sometimes given. 
Thus, the majority of writing teachers, 64%, indicate familiarity to 
some extent with course syllabi. The other 36% of the teachers did not 
answer this item.
Table 38
Results Regarding Writing Course Syllabi, Weekly Programs, and
Institutional Objectives
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n=ll
Item Response
31. Is a course syllabus given at 
the beginning of semester? 
n=ll
32. If yes, do you refer to
the course syllabus while preparing
lessons?
n= 5
33. If the answer to 31 was yes, are the 
weekly programs based on the course 
syllabus?
n= 6
34. Do you know the objectives 
of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School? 
n=10
35. If yes, does the course syllabus or 
weekly programs meet these objectives? 
n= 6
Yes
Sometimes
No
Yes
Sometimes
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
Yes
Not quite 
No
45.45
18.18
36.36
27.27 
9.09 
18.18
27.27 
18.18 
0
45.45
45.45 
0
27.27
27.27 
0
Some teachers (27%) indicated that they referred to the course 
syllabus while preparing their lessons, a few teachers (9%) said 
sometimes. Thus, 36% of the writing teachers indicate usage to some 
extent of their course syllabi while preparing their lessons. Some 
writing teachers (18%) said they did not. The other writing teachers 
(46%) did not answer this item. Again, 27% of the teachers reported 
that the weekly programs were based on the course syllabus, but 18% of 
the teachers said not quite. The other writing teachers (55%) did not 
answer this item. Some of the teachers (45%) said that they knew the 
objectives of their institution. However, the same number of teachers 
(45%) were not sure. The other writing teachers (9%) did not answer 
this item. Some of the teachers (27%) also said that the course 
syllabus and the weekly programs meet the objectives of the institution.
whereas the same number of teachers (27%) said not quite. The other 
writing teachers (45%) did not answer this item.
Results of Core English (Grammar) Teachers
Items 31-35 asked teachers various questions about the grammar 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives. The 
results (see Table 39) show that 65% of the teachers said that a course 
syllabus was given at the beginning of the semester. Some of the 
teachers (22%) indicated that they were sometimes given a syllabus.
Thus, the vast majority of grammar teachers, 87%, indicate familiarity 
to some extent with course syllabi. The other 13% of teachers reported 
that a syllabus was not given to them.
Table 39
Results Recrardinq Core English (Grammar) Syllabi, Weekly Programs, 
and Institutional Objectives
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n=23
Item Response
31. Is a course syllabus given at Yes 65.21the beginning of semester? Sometimes 21.73
n=23 No 13.06
32 . If yes, do you refer to Yes 65.21
the course syllabus while preparing Sometimes 8.69
lessons?
n=17
No 0
33 . If the answer to 31 was yes, are the Yes 60.86
weekly programs based on the course Not quite 8.69
syllabus?
n=16
No 0
34 . Do you know the objectives Yes 73.91
of the Eastern Mediterranean Not quite 21.73
University Preparatory School? 
n=22
No 0
35 . If yes, does the course syllabus or Yes 56.52
weekly programs meet these objectives? Not quite 21.73
n=18 No 0
Sixty-five percent of the teachers indicated that they referred 
to the course syllabus while preparing their lessons. A few teachers
(9%) said sometimes. Thus, the large majority of grammar teachers, 74%, 
indicate usage to some extent of their course syllabi while preparing 
their lessons. The rest of the grammar teachers (26%) did not answer 
this item. The majority of teachers (61%) also said that the weekly 
programs were based on the course syllabus. A few teachers (9%) said 
not quite. The rest of the grammar teachers (30%) did not answer this 
question. A large majority of the teachers (74%) reported that they 
knew the objectives of their institution, although some teachers (22%) 
said not quite. The other grammar teachers (4%) did not answer this 
question. More than half of the teachers (57%) said that the course 
syllabus and the weekly programs meet the institution's objectives, but 
22% of the teachers said not quite. The other grammar teachers (22%) 
did not answer this question.
Summary of the Results
The results in the Importance section of this chapter show that 
the teachers and the students were in agreement on more than half of the 
skill objectives (52%), which they felt were appropriate for the 
students to learn in order to be able to manage their academic studies 
in their departments. However, there was also disagreement between 
teachers and students on close to half of the items (48%), where some 
items were regarded as important by teachers, but not important by 
students, or important by students, but not important by teachers.
The results in the Coverage section show that although teachers 
and students gave similar answers to some of the skill objectives (45%), 
there was also discrepancy in the assessment of coverage on more than 
half of the items regarding skill objectives (55%), as there were items 
that the teachers indicated were covered in class, whereas the students 
said they were not, and items that the students indicated were covered 
in class, whereas the teachers said they were not.
The results in the third section of the questionnaire which
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compared students' perceptions of importance and coverage of objectives 
with teachers' perceptions of coverage in class indicated that nearly 
all of the skill objectives (97%) were considered important by the 
students' for further studies in their departments (a mean score of 3 or 
above). The third section also compares the teachers' perception of 
coverage with the students' perception of coverage. According to 
teachers' responses, from 30 items, 17 or 57% were not covered in class 
(a mean score below 4), and 13 items or 43% were covered in class (a 
mean score of 4 or above). According to the students' responses, from 
29 items, 28 or 97% were not covered in class (a mean score below 4), 
and only one item or 3% was covered in class (a mean score of 4 or 
above).
The results in the fourth section of the questionnaire regarding 
course syllabi, weekly programs, and institutional objectives showed 
that some of the teachers (44%) received a syllabus at the beginning of 
the course (Percentages in the following discussion are based on the 
average of all groups of skill teachers). Twenty-nine percent of the 
teachers said that a course syllabus was sometimes given to them. Thus 
overall, a large majority of the teachers (73%) indicated familiarity 
to some extent with course syllabi. There were also some teachers (23%) 
who said that they did not get a syllabus at the beginning of the 
semester. Four percent of the teachers did not answer this question.
Forty-two percent of teachers said that they referred to a 
syllabus while preparing their lessons; 11% said they sometimes referred 
to the syllabus. Thus, overall more than half of the teachers (53%) 
indicated usage to some extent of their course syllabi while preparing 
their lessons. Eighteen percent of the writing teachers said that they 
did not refer to the syllabus while preparing lessons. However, none of 
the other teachers said they did not refer to a syllabus. The rest of 
the teachers (44%) did not answer this question.
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Some of the teachers (44%) said that the weekly programs are based 
on the syllabus. However, 8% of the teachers said not quite, and 48% of 
the teachers did not answer this question.
The majority of the teachers (67%) indicated that they knew the 
objectives of Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory 
School. Twenty-eight percent of the teachers said not quite, and 5% did 
not answer this question. However, 39% of the teachers said that the 
syllabus or weekly programs meet these objectives. Thirty-two percent 
of the teachers said not quite, and 29% of the teachers did not answer 
this question.
According to the results of items 33, only 44% of the teachers 
said that weekly programs are based on the course syllabi and 8% said 
not quite. Since almost as many teachers did not answer this question 
(48%) as did (52%), it is difficult to draw conclusions from these 
results. '
The results of item 34 show that the majority of the teachers 
(67%) said that they know the objectives of EMUEPS, but 28% were not 
sure. In other words, the majority of the teachers (67%) were informed 
by the administration of the institutional objectives one way or 
another, but some of the teachers (28%) for some reason were not.
The results of item 35 show that 39% of the teachers said that 
the course syllabi and weekly programs meet the institutional 
objectives. However, 32% of the teachers were not sure, indicating a 
lack of communication in the institution. Although the majority of 
teachers (67%) know the institutional objectives, only 39% can relate 
those objectives with the course syllabi and weekly programs.
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSION 
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was: (a) to find out to what extent 
what gets taught in the classroom is based on the course syllabi and 
weekly programs, (b) if the weekly programs are based on the course 
syllabi, (c) if the course syllabi and weekly programs are appropriate 
to the needs of the students at EMUEPS, and (d) if the course syllabi 
and the weekly programs are appropriate to the institution's objectives.
Student's perceived needs were investigated by preparing and 
distributing questionnaires to the students, teachers, and the 
administrators. However, before developing the questionnaires, 
interviews were held in order to develop the pilot questionnaires.
After re-organizing the questionnaires, the revised questionnaires (in 
Turkish) were given to the students who were randomly selected, and 
another set of questionnaires (in English) were given to the teachers 
and administrators. An additional section was included in the teachers' 
and administrator's questionnaires which addressed whether the course 
syllabus given to each course teacher were really used in their 
teaching, and if the course syllabus and weekly programs meet the 
students' needs and the institution's objectives.
Conclusions
The results of this study show that what gets taught in the 
classroom is not necessarily based on the course syllabi and weekly 
programs, and the course syllabi and weekly programs may not be 
appropriate to the needs of the students at EMUEPS. Students, teachers, 
and administrators gave importance to the objectives presented in the 
questionnaires, but these objectives were not covered enough in class. 
The reason for this may be that the course syllabi do not include all 
the objectives contained in the questionnaires. Although the 
questionnaires were based primarily on the existing course syllabi, the
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objectives were also supplemented by information from interviews with 
administrators and skill leaders at EMUEPS. In other words, items that 
were added to the questionnaires based on the interviews and not on the 
course syllabi may need to be included in the course syllabi in order to 
cover fully the needs of the students, at least as perceived by the 
administrators.
There were mismatches between the teachers' results and the 
students' results in the coverage section, which addressed the research 
question to what extent what gets taught in the classroom is based on 
the course syllabi and weekly programs, and if the course syllabi and 
weekly programs are appropriate to the needs of the students at EMUEPS. 
Although similar answers were given by the teachers and students to some 
items regarding coverage (45%), there was also discrepancy in the 
assessment of coverage of more than half of the items (55%). This 
discrepancy in perception of coverage is probably because attendance is 
not compulsory in the institution (it was compulsory two years ago, but 
forcing students to come to school also created problems; e.g., not 
listening to the lessons, disturbing the class, reading newspapers in 
class). As the students do not come to class frequently, they do not 
always know what is covered during the lessons.
The results of the second part of the teachers' and 
administrators' questionnaires regarding whether the weekly programs are 
based on the course syllabi, and if the course syllabi and weekly 
programs are appropriate to the institution's objectives, indicated that 
although some of the teachers (44%) said they were given a course 
syllabus at the beginning of the semester, there were also some teachers 
(29%) who either said they sometimes got a syllabus, or did not get one 
at all (23%). These results indicate the need for more consistent 
distribution of course syllabi at the beginning of each semester.
Some of the teachers (42%) said they referred to the course
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syllabus while preparing their lessons. There were a few teachers (11%) 
who sometimes referred to the course syllabus. Eighteen percent of the 
reading teachers indicated that they did not get a syllabus at all.
These results indicate the need for greater consistency between the 
intended coursse content and implemented course content. Teachers need 
to be made part of the process of developing the course syllabi so they 
will feel greater investment in actually using the syllabi in preparing 
their lessons.
Some of the teachers said that the weekly programs are based on 
the syllabus (44%). However, 8% of the teachers said not quite. Since 
almost as many teachers did not answer this question (48%) as did (52%) , 
it is difficult to draw conclusions from these results.
The majority of the teachers (67%) indicated that they knew the 
objectives of Eastern Mediterranean University English Preparatory 
School. Twenty-eight percent of the teachers said not quite. However, 
only 39% of the teachers said that the syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives. Thirty-two percent of the teachers said not quite. 
These results indicate the need for greater communication between the 
administration and course teachers at EMUEPS, to ensure that the 
intended as well as implemented course content are consistent with the 
institutional objectives.
Fourteen teachers answered the open-ended questions in the second 
section of the questionnaires. These responses are listed below. Two 
teachers indicated that students should be exposed to departmental 
English (English for Academic Purposes). Two teachers said students 
should have the chance to use the language as much as possible in class, 
as they do not have enough practice outside the classroom environment. 
Four teachers said that teachers get a course syllabus and weekly 
programs, but they can still be improved. Another teacher said that 
there are times when the syllabus does not meet the needs of the
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students because of the background of the students. One teacher said 
that the course materials should be appropriate for the departments that 
the students will go to. Another teacher indicated that everything they 
do is in order to improve the students' General English in accordance 
with the institution's objective of preparing the students for their 
departments, but another teacher indicated that one year is not enough 
for beginners or elementary students to learn General English. One 
teacher said that every opportunity to learn is given to the students, 
but their lack of consistency, outside effort, and attendance hampers 
the teachers' efforts. Finally, a teacher reported that a needs 
analysis should be done at the beginning of the year.
The researcher also discovered during pilot testing that the 
majority of the teachers did not know the difference between course 
syllabi and weekly programs. Most of the teachers thought that a weekly 
program (which is just a time allocation of the lessons to be taught, 
and is provided without teaching objectives), was at the same time a 
course syllabus. If this assumption is true, then teachers have been 
preparing their lessons according to weekly programs, thinking they were 
the course syllabus and teaching in class without a predetermined 
objective. Teaching without objectives to guide lesson planning leads 
to inconsistency across courses and programs.
In order to change this situation, the skill leaders should become 
part of a team and prepare the course syllabi together, so that there is 
coherency within the programs. All teachers should be given a copy of 
their course syllabus so that teachers will know the objectives of their 
course, as well as what to cover on a weekly basis. These objectives 
can then be discussed during meetings between the course teachers and 
skill leaders.
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Limitations of the Study
When the revised questionnaires were distributed to the students 
and teachers, some problems occurred. Thirty questionnaires were given 
out to the teachers, but only 28 were returned. Two teachers forgot 
their questionnaires at home. The researcher intended to give 100 
questionnaires to the students. However, data collection week coincided 
with exam week in the institution, so it was difficult to find students 
in their classes. As a result, questionnaires were given out to only 80 
students. The researcher also intended to observe six classes, but as 
there were not enough students in class (they were studying for their 
exams), some teachers did not hold class; so, it was only possible to 
observe three classes.
As mentioned earlier, most of the teachers did not know the 
difference between syllabi and weekly programs, which caused problems 
when they were completing the pilot questionnaires. It could be that 
some of the responses on the teachers' pilot questionnaires were 
inaccurate because of this confusion. However, the researcher added 
definitions of syllabus and weekly programs in the revised 
questionnaires, so that the data collected for analysis would be valid 
and reliable.
Implications of the Study
The results of this study indicate that there is a need for course 
syllabi and a curriculum in order to have coherence within and across 
the programs and teachers at EMUEPS. Skill leaders and course teachers 
should work together in order to develop the course syllabi, weekly 
programs, and the overall curriculum to achieve this coherence. 
Implications for Further Research
A needs analysis may have to be carried out within EMUEPS, a 
process which should include administrators, teachers, and students.
The reason for a needs analysis is to find out what the departments in
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the University itself expect from students in terms of their English 
language proficiency when they finish the preparatory school, and to 
determine whether the perceived needs of students, as reflected in the 
current course syllabi, indeed reflect the actual academic, as well as 
language proficiency needs of their departments.
Mismatches between the current course syllabi and the actual needs 
of students would indicate that the syllabi need to be revised, in order 
to meet the students' needs, as well as the institution's objectives. 
Furthermore, an explicit curriculum may have to be developed for EMUEPS, 
and a program for the continuous evaluation of the curriculum 
implemented in order to ensure coherence in the curriculum and within 
and across programs.
Educational Implications
Within EMUEPS, the results of this study indicate the need to 
organize a team bf skill leaders and teachers in order to work together 
to prepare new course syllabi and an explicit curriculum, based on the 
needs of the students, for the program in our institution. Every 
institution should have a curriculum so that there is consistency among 
the language programs, pedagogy, teacher training, and testing. There 
should be continuous evaluation of the curriculum in order to prevent 
mismatches across the different courses and levels of courses in the 
institution. Administrators and course teachers need to be able to 
distinguish between curriculum, course syllabi, and weekly programs. 
There should be continuous teacher training (especially for new 
teachers), and there should be co-operation among teachers in order to 
develop institutional materials (e.g. syllabi, curriculum, texts, tests, 
course materials). There should also be training sessions for the 
students (especially at the beginning of the semester or year) in order 
to make them aware of the requirements needed for their school and 
courses, and to make them aware of the course objectives, so that they
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can adequately prepare themselves for their future studies in their 
departments.
The results of this study will contribute much to the field of 
curriculum development for English language preparatory programs in 
Turkey and Northern Cyprus and may indicate a general plan of action for 
other English language programs in Turkey and Northern Cyprus which also 
do not currently have an explicit curriculum at their institution.
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Appendix A 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. Could you give me some information about the curriculum which is 
being implemented in our Preparatory School?
2 . It has been less than a year that our curriculum is put into 
progress. Do you find that it is working or does it have any 
problems? What are they?
3. I am doing my research on Learner-Centered curriculum, which means 
taking the students and teachers into consideration when developing 
the curriculum. What would you like me to focus on while I am doing 
my research?
4. Is there a kind of mechanism for staff development towards the 
implementation of the curriculum? If not, do you think there should 
be one?
5. I would like to observe some classes (which I am going to announce 
the date later on) and distribute questionnaires. Would you like to 
give any suggestions in preparing these materials?
6. Could you give me some information about the tests that we use for 
the students? Do you think the tests evaluate the students needs?
7. How successful are the students that go to the Freshman department? 
Do you think the students are well prepared in the Preparatory 
School before going to their departments?
Appendix B
Teacher Questionnaire
QUKSTIONNAIRB FOR THB ENGLISH PREPARATORY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
IN EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN UNIVERSITY
Please answer the following questions carefully and correctly.
This questionnaire is designed to find out if course syllabi and weekly 
programs used at EMUEPS attend to the students needs, so that when they 
go to their departments they will be able to cope with the demands to 
their academic field of study.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Years of experience: ________________________________________________
Program(s)/level(s) you are currently teaching:______________________
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Skill(s)/level(s) you have taught in the past three years:
NOTE
PLEASE RESPOND TO THE ITEMS ONLY ABOUT SKILL AREAS (LISTENING, 
SPEAKING, READING, WRITING, GRAMMAR) YOU ARE CURRENTLY TEACHING, OR HAVE 
TAUGHT WITHIN THE PAST THREE YEARS.
PART I
Instructions: Look at the following lists of skills. Circle the
number that you think best indicates the degree of importance of the 
each skill, based on your assessment of what students will need in their 
academic studies. Then put an (X) in the appropriate space regarding 
whether or not each skill is covered by the course syllabi or weekly 
programs.
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE: COVERED BY 
SYLLABI OR WEEKLY
THE COURSE 
PROGRAMS
1 Not Important 1 Never covered
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered
4 Very Important 4 Often covered
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered
SKILL AREAS:
LISTENING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1. Understanding lectures 
about various topics
1 2  3 4
2. Taking notes from 1
lectures on a variety of 
topics in the field of study
3 4 5 1 2  3 4
3. Predicting unknown words 
from the context during 
listening tasks
3 4 5 1 2  3 4
Understanding and 
completing a variety 
of listening activities 
about various general 
topics on tapes in the 
listening center
3 4 5 1 2  3 4
5. Completing comprehension 1 2
tasks after listening to 
tapes
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6. listening for the gist 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE: COVERED BY 
SYLLABI OR WEEKLY
THE COURSE 
PROGRAMS
1 Not Important 1 Never covered
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered
4 Very Important 4 Often covered
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered
SPEAKING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
7. Pronouncing accurately 
so that the student 
can be understood 
by a native speaker
1 2 3 4 5
8. Speaking easily and
relatively smoothly, so 
that the student can 
participate in discussions
1 2 3 4 5
9. Asking questions in class 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5
10. Answering questions in 
class
1 2 4 5
11. Transforming information 1 
from charts, pictures, 
tables to use in discussions
1 2 4 5
12. Talking about the main 
points of lectures 
watched on video
1 2 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE: COVERED BY 
SYLLABI OR WEEKLY
THE COURSE 
PROGRAMS
1 Not Important 1 Never covered
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered
4 Very Important 4 Often covered
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered
READING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
13. Understanding the main 
ideas of a variety of 
texts in the field of 
study (e.g. textbooks, 
magazine articles, journal 
articles, etc.)
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
14. Reading at a reasonable 
speed
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
15. Guessing the meaning 1
of unknown words from the 
context
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
16. Reading quickly (skimming) 1 
to get the general idea of 
what the text is about
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
17. Going through a passage 
to locate specific 
information (scanning)
1 2 3 4 5
18. To overcome the urge to 
look up all unknown words 
in a dictionary
1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE: COVERED BY 
SYLLABI OR WEEKLY
THE COURSE 
PROGRAMS
1 Not Important 1 Never covered
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered
4 Very Important 4 Often covered
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered
WRITING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
19. Writing a variety of text 1 2 3 4 5  
types (paragraphs, letters, 
essays, projects etc.)
1 2 3 4 5
20. Choosing appropriate
words based on the text 
hype
1 2 3 4 5
21. Using sentence connectors 
correctly to show the 
relationship among the 
ideas in writing
1 2 3 4 5
22. Avoiding spelling and 
punctuation errors
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
23. Organizing and presenting 1 
information according to 
various patterns, such as 
compare/contrast, cause/ 
effect, argumentative writing
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
24. To be able to summarize a 1 2
text
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE: COVERED BY 
SYLLABI OR WEEKLY
THE COURSE 
PROGRAMS
1 Not Important 1 Never covered
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered
4 Very Important 4 Often covered
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered
GRAMMAR IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
25. Avoiding grammar errors 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
26. Knowing and using grammar 1 
rules appropriately in 
spoken and written English
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
27. Learning grammar in order 1 
to be able to express 
oneself appropriately
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
28. Recognizing grammar 
structures in reading 
passages in order to 
understand meaning
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
29. Applying the 1transformational rules 
of grammar (e.g. active/ 
passive, reported speech, etc.)
1 2 3 4 5
30. Exposure to authentic 1
reading/listening texts in 
order to differentiate 
"use"/"usage”
1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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PART II
INSTRUCTIONS: Read the statements below and put an (X) in the
appropriate space.
DEFINITIONS:
Syllabus: The syllabus provides a statement of purpose, means, and
standards against which to check the effectiveness of teaching and the 
progress of students in each course.
Weekly Programs: Weekly programs provide daily or weekly guidelines as needed by the classroom teacher.
FOR LISTENING
31. Is a course syllabus given to you at the beginning of the semester?
Yes ( ) Sometimes ( ) No ( )
32. If yes, do you refer to the course syllabus while preparing your 
lessons?
ACCORDING TO EACH OP THE SKILL AREAS (LISTENING, SPEAKING, READING,
WRITING, GRAMMAR) YOU ARE CURRENTLY TEACHING OR YOU HAVE TAUGHT IN THE
PAST THREE YEARS, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
Yes ( )
Please explain:
Sometimes ( ) No ( )
33. If your answer to #31 was yes, are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabus?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
34. Do you know the specific objectives of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
35. If yes, do you think the course syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives?
Yes ( )
Please explain:
not quite ( ) No ( )
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INSTRUCTIONS: Read the statements below and put an (X) in the
appropriate space.
DEFINITIONS:
Syllabus: The syllabus provides a statement of purpose, means, and
standards against which to check the effectiveness of teaching and the 
progress of students in each course.
Weekly Programs: Weekly programs provide daily or weekly guidelines as 
needed by the classroom teacher.
FOR SPEAKING
31. Is a course syllabus given to you at the beginning of the semester?
Yes { ) Sometimes ( ) No ( )
32. If yes, do you refer to the course syllabus while preparing your 
lessons?
ACCORDING TO BACH OF THE SKILL AREAS (LISTENING, SPEAKING,
READING, WRITING, GRAMBIAR) YOU ARB CURRENTLY TEACHING OR YOU HAVE TAUGHT
IN THE PAST THREE YEARS, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
Yes ( )
Please explain:
Sometimes ( ) No ( )
33. If your answer to #31 was yes, are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabus?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
34. Do you know the specific objectives of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
35. If yes, do you think the course syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives?
Yes ( )
Please explain:
not quite ( ) No ( )
INSTRUCTIONS: Read the statements below and put an (X) in theappropriate space.
DEFINITIONS:
Syllabus: The syllabus provides a statement of purpose, means, and
standards against which to check the effectiveness of teaching and the 
progress of students in each course.
Weekly Programs: Weekly programs provide daily or weekly guidelines as 
needed by the classroom teacher.
FOR READING
31. Is a course syllabus given to you at the beginning of the semester?
Yes ( ) Sometimes ( ) No ( )
32. If yes, do you refer to the course syllabus while preparing your 
lessons?
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ACCORDING TO BACH OF THE SKILL ARBAS (LISTENING, SPEAKING,
READING, WRITING, GRAMMAR) YOU ARB CURRENTLY TEACHING OR YOU HAVE TAUGHT
IN THE PAST THREE YEARS, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
Yes ( )
Please explain:
Sometimes ( ) No ( ) V
33. If your answer to #31 was yes, are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabus?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
34. Do you know the specific objectives of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
35. If yes, do you think the course syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives?
Yes ( )
Please explain:
not quite ( ) No ( )
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INSTRUCTIONS: Read the statements below and put an (X) in theappropriate space.
DEFINITIONS:
Syllabus: The syllabus provides a statement of purpose, means, and
standards against which to check the effectiveness of teaching and the 
progress of students in each course.
Weekly Programs: Weekly programs provide daily or weekly guidelines as needed by the classroom teacher.
FOR WRITING
31. Is a course syllabus given to you at the beginning of the semester?
Yes ( ) Sometimes ( ) No ( )
32. If yes, do you refer to the course syllabus while preparing your 
lessons?
ACCORDINO TO EACH OF THE SKILL AREAS (LISTENING, SPEAKING,
READING, WRITING, GRAMMAR) YOU ARE CURRENTLY TEACHING OR YOU HAVE TAUGHT
IN THE PAST THREE YEARS, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
Yes ( )
Please explain:
Sometimes ( ) No ( )
33. If your answer to #31 was yes, are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabus?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
34. Do you know the specific objectives of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
35. If yes, do you think the course syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives?
Yes ( )
Please explain:
not quite ( ) No ( )
INSTRUCTIONS: Read the statements below and put an (X) in the
appropriate space.
DEFINITIONS:
Syllabus: The syllabus provides a statement of purpose, means, and
standards against which to check the effectiveness of teaching and the 
progress of students in each course.
Weekly Programs: Weekly programs provide daily or weekly guidelines as 
needed by the classroom teacher.
FOR GRAMMAR
31. Is a course syllabus given to you at the beginning of the semester?
Yes ( ) Sometimes ( ) No ( )
32. If yes, do you refer to the course syllabus while preparing your 
lessons?
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ACCORDING TO EACH OF THE SKILL AREAS (LISTENING, SPEAKING,
READING, WRITING, GRAMMAR) YOU ARE CURRENTLY TEACHING OR YOU HAVE TAUGHT
IN THE PAST THREE YEARS, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
Yes ( )
Please explain:
Sometimes ( ) No ( )
33. If your answer to #31 was yes, are the weekly programs based on the 
course syllabus?
Yes ( not quite ( ) No ( )
34. Do you know the specific objectives of the Eastern Mediterranean 
University Preparatory School?
Yes ( ) not quite ( ) No ( )
35. If yes, do you think the course syllabus or weekly programs meet 
these objectives?
Yes ( )
Please explain:
not quite ( ) No ( )
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Appendix C
Student Questionnaire
QUESTIONNAIRB FOR THB ENGLISH PREPARATORY SCHOOL STUDENTS 
IN EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN UNIVERSITY
Please answer the following questions carefully and correctly. 
This questionnaire is designed to help you assess your own needs in 
English in order to cope with the demands of your academic field of 
study when you go to your departments.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Program/Level: _______
Male: Female:
Country of Origin: 
Academic Major:___
(Put an X)
Instructions; Read the statements below and circle the number 
opposite each item that best shows the importance of that skill/subject 
for your learning goals. Then circle the number that shows how much 
each item is being covered in class.
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1 Not Important 1 Never covered in class
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered in class
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered in class4 Very Important 4 Often covered in class
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered in class
SKILL AREAS
LISTENING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1. Understanding lectures 
about various topics in 
the field of study
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
2. Taking notes from lectures 
given on a variety of 
topics in the field of study
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
3. Predicting unknown words 
from the context during 
listening tasks
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
4. Understanding a variety 
of listening activities 
about various general 
topics on tapes in the 
language lab (CALL lab).
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
5. Completing comprehension 
tasks after listening to 
tapes
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6. Listening for the gist 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1 Not Important 1 Never covered in class
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered in class
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered in class
4 Very Important 4 Often covered in class
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered in class
SPEAKING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
7. Pronouncing accurately 
so I can be understood 
by a native speaker
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
8. Speaking easily and
relatively smoothly, so 
I can participate in 
discussions
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
9. Asking questions in class 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
10. Answering questions in 
class
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
11. Transforming information 1 2 3 4 5  
from charts, pictures, 
tables to use in discussions
1 2 3 4 5
12. Talking about the main 
points of lectures 
watched on video
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1 Not Important 1 Never covered in class
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered in class
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered in class
4 Very Important 4 Often covered in class
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered in class
READING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
13. Understanding the main 1
ideas of a variety of texts 
in my field of study (e.g. 
textbooks, magazine articles, 
journal articles, etc.)
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
14. Reading at a reasonable 
speed
3 4 5 1 2 4 5
15. Guessing the meaning
of unknown words from the 
context
3 4 5 1 2 4 5
16. Reading quickly (skimming) 1 
to get the general idea of 
what the text is about
3 4 5 1 2 4 5
17. Going through a passage to 1 
locate specific information 
(scanning)
1 2 4 5
18. To overcome the urge to 1
look up all unknown words 
in a dictionary
1 2 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1 Not Important 1 Never covered in class
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered in class
3 Important 3 • Sometimes covered in class4 Very Important 4 Often covered in class
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered in class
WRITING IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
19. Writing a variety of text 1 
types (paragraphs, letters, 
essays, projects, etc.)
20. Choosing appropriate
words based on the text 
type
21. Using sentence connectors 
correctly to show the 
relationship among the 
ideas in my writing
3 4 1 2 3 v4 5
22. Avoiding spelling and punctuation errors 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
23. Organizing and presenting 1 
information according to 
various patterns, such as 
compare/contrast, cause/ 
effect, argumentative writing
3 4 1 2 3 4 5
24. To be able to summarize a 
text
3 4 1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN PAGE
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IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
1 Not Important 1 Never covered in class
2 Somewhat Important 2 Seldom covered in class
3 Important 3 Sometimes covered in class4 Very Important 4 Often covered in class
5 Extremely Important 5 Always covered in class
GRAMMAR IMPORTANCE COVERAGE
25. Avoiding grammar errors 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
26. Knowing and using grammar 
rules appropriately in 
spoken and written English
27. Learning grammar in order 
to be able to express 
oneself appropriately
28. Recognizing grammar
structures in reading 
passages in order to 
understand meaning
29. Applying the 1
transformational rules 
of grammar (e.g. active/ 
passive, reported speech, etc.)
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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Appendix D
Turkish Version of the Student Questionnaire
[»ÛU AKD.t!:NİZL.,JüWİy£İİİlİ.T£^  .OORSNCl LKRt. İCİN .MKET
liUtferi asaiîîd .iki ¿ :r . ; l a r a  d ik k a tli va d '^ru  c ir  şe k ild e  
a'erinir·,. Bu aiiltet, holkn.kr.iicdaki aka':a~ik 7 a 1 i^i'n'.alannir ;a 
kar;:a.,laşabLİa‘'-r:-i in iz  ze ri :k larin  ilataa: ;v;.--n ¿ala:-:: Ini·,·:·;·: v·:· .ill 
ih tiy ar-iariu i.z i dfa|erlan.;:rnie.aize yardinioi el.';:ak •iüza:ii“ ;:iii;
ÖN Birci:
Pr':'gr.a,T. /rn'izey;
Erkek: _______
ü lk en iz : _____
Kız:
H .szıriık  okulunu b iti'n d ik ‘:en sonra gide-oei;iniz bölizu
Aşag 1  daki i f,ade 1er i : k 
oiru: beceri veya k'onuyia i 
veya k'.'n-.;ların s ı n ı f t a  ne
n/up·, cs renim -aa··; 
, I g i l i  rakam  rial;
.re iç in e  ai:n ı-z.
'.iygLu; vr ü
e ıcır.e -alın ız .
i e l i r ’-nek iç in  o-'afi
IAiTFKN SAYFAYI CI'^ İR İNİZ
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ONKM BAKIMINDAN
1 *· i l· '‘rî' 1 i '¿f? ¡:i i I 
X -¡ı örü-m 1 i 
unemli.
■l Cok önemli 
t· Fevkalade önemli
S IN IF T A  ISLKNM IİSI BAKIMINDAN
1 l·!!.,' >\''ımiyvr·
i; rir-:ri-···'. î'.ic etuTiiyo:·
3 Bacen is le n iy o r
4 G enelliK İe is le n iy o r
5 Her za-T,aii i s  .’ eniyor
1
DİL.İÎ.ECEEİLERİ
DİBLEME..BE0SEISI ÖNEM BAKIMINDAN S IN IF T A  rSIiEN M ESI 
BAKIMINDAN
H oc.iların 3Ö2 
kon..sn alanda ve 
i : i i kor.·; larda 
ver.io^i d e r s le r i  anl-amak
4
jersle rd -·', e e ş i t l i  
konrl.arîia nC't alab:].ffie
3. B ir  konuca dinlerken J 
b i l - fâ İ K İ n is  b ir  
kelin'.enin anlajmını talmün
4. D il kaVo-ratuvarında, i  
k-aset ler.'ien d in le t i len 
çeşit.İ.İ .'-ık tiv iteieri anl-amak
5. .Kase-, i er i d in led ik ten  
sonra k.avr.'uaaya yönelik  
d e r s le r i  yeym.al·':
6. B ir  kon.'Lo.u-i ana f ik r in i  1 2 3
anlas;ek i ; i n  dinle.mek
UİTFKN SAYFAYI ÇEVİRİNİZ
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ÖNEM RAKIMINDAN SINIFTA İÇIJÎNMKSİ RAKIMINDAN '|
!. 'l-iit.··!!:!! '.iegli 1 HLı iş l-n m :y :r  ;İ
2 Kıanıen önemli 2 Henuni henıen ni·;· işerm ûyor :j
i' Önemli ·.· razon işlem iyor !,
4 Çok önemli 4 Çene i l i k  le ıçlen iy ·':' !j
b Fevkalade önemli 5 Her zaman iş le n iy o r  !i
i! 
• j
KONUSÖAJÜECERİSI
7. Dogru t e la f fu z  etmek
ÖNEM BAKIMINDAN SINIFTA isiænmf:s i
BAKIMINDAN
1 4
S. S '.r ı f t a k i  ta rr  lemalai'a 
k a t ıla b ile c e k  kadar 
düzgün konuşabilmek
9. S ın ı f t a  ooru s;;rn:.a]·:
1 o S ın ı f t a  ooru.Lan zo ru lara  1 M A P. J. w ·“ »• J t
cevaî' vermek
Reoimierden, ş emalard.an, 1 4 5 1 o'J 4
ve tablclard .an s ın ı f t a k i
ta rtışm a la rd a kul lan ı İmal·;
üzere g e re k li b i lg iy i
C İr. •ırat ilmek
Video ■'da izlenen  semine
1er in f- V/· V r '
kınd.a k-.:!r.u:;.abi İmek
IkJÎFKN SAYFAYI ÇEVİRİNİZ
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ONKM BAKIMINDAN
I i'r.en'.ji :ie ı;;l 
!*■',.onr.·:; önemli 
•3 i .'nemii
4 C'·’!·. önemli
5 Fevkalade önemli
SINIFTA ISIJîNttKSr BAKIMINDAN
İc leiL·;;
nen;en r.
·';· Pacc'îi ii^iniycr
4 Gene L1 Ik le 14 · len iyon
5 Her c.'Lmar. ie-Ieniycr
İl
O Sm ^B C JÎR ISi ÖNEM BAKIMINDAN SINIFTA islen m esi 
BAKIMINDAN
13. Kcnnyi'ı i l g i l i  ç e ş i t l i  
ok·;;:'.':, iarçaiarin ı'lan  
a;;.-:: fi.'.'ir çıkarabilm ek
11, vyg-un hızda okımi.ak
İÜ. B i l i  rm'ıeyen ke 1  ime 1 er i;:
'anL.amlarını okrmia parça- 
4 i'ndan ç ık arab i İmek
16. Hı.olı ok-unayla i skimming), 
ok;.;ma parçasın ın  gen.el 
.;:-larak ne i l e  i l g i l i  . : l iu -  
İ 'Liri.; a i a y a b i  İmek
17. B ir  -k-.ürnı parça3 ind.ai-'.i
b e l l i  b ir  b i lg iy i  b u la b i l­
mek i;-i.i'. •■ .arayarak okr..m.ak 
(;5'.::a;'.;.ing)
18. Bilinmeyen her kelime iç in  
sözl'i^e  baş'rnrma ihtiy·:-.·:·!
IaİTFEN SAYFAYI ÇEVİRİNİZ
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i ÖNEM BAKIMINDAN SINIFTA■ ■ r.emli defi i l i  Hiç
. Kısmen Önemli 2 .temen
’ i 'nemli 3 Daz-;;
; v’c.·: önemli 4 ,b;;eL
. Fevkalade önemli ö Her Z'
Liklo ic· leniy··;;'
1
li
YAZMA b e c e r is i
19. Ç e ş i t l i  .T.etin tü r le r in i  
yat;,ır: i Lnıek i pa r a ır a f  l.ar, 
mekr'.’¿Irtr, p r o je le r  g ib i)
ÖNEM BAKIMINDAN SINIFTA ISI.®IMESÎ 
BAKIMINDAN
1 2 .·} 4 t
20. Kor.ny? uyg'jn kelim eler l 2 3 4
seçebilm ek
4 5
21, Etv^laçları dosrvı olaral': 1 
kı.' 1 ianabilmek
··). 4 5
Noktal?j;îa ve yasım 
h ata ların d an  kaçım ak
23. Ç e ç it l  i ya.p ilara göre 
(bent-·;·· 1 ik ve f a r k l ı l ı k ,  
nede;, w- aonuç, tartıç.ma 
yaz 1  l a r,·ı ; b iI g iy i  
orga;·, iz··-· edip, si-nımak
24. B ir  ok.:.T;a parçasından 
czet ç 1 i'-arabi İmek
I.ıyrFKN SAYFAYI ÇEVİRİNİZ
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ONlİM RAKIMINDAN SIN IFTA İSr.FM1Kr)i RAKIMINDAN
1. On-mii de^ il l i'üc i. -V'· r
...i ?::,me:ı •b.emli ^ . ir-nv liLv L . ; · ^  1·' r·
i Y..· ··:'!! i p r-.u:-rı ·
4 v>''k anemi i 4 ' ıK‘ L 1 \ K l
b F-' vk.a i a.:ie örii’m 1 i 5 Her* i.; I e:i Ly·:·;· ii
GRaMEK.m7İJ?l2.l ONSM RAKIMINDAN SIN IFTA ISI.KNMKCI 
BAKIMINDAN
r* r. ~
k.-iC:îj’'..'ık
4
16. Gr-raser >: r-.'tilsr-ınrı. 
konuşm.n vr yazrn·  ^
becer i Dj“:·· 1;·; 1"' ..:ca ru 
larak  k '.;lec  -1: i '..mırk
27. Kendi-i ..;:.aru b ir
şe k ild e  ifa d e  edebilmek 
iç in  grıa-mer 'iarerimek
28. Okvjna perç'Jarınd^at'i 1
anlam çı-.-'.arai; i İmek iç in  
griimer y a k ı la r ın ı  bilmek
29. Gramer y.aı:: 1' r 
dunm^dan iiiar 
aktaraV i I; .-:- 
reported .ryea:·
bi'· 
;rcma
■■liV^ VPa.îCLVi: 
g i b i )
II/ IIN IZ  İÇİN TKÇKKKuR KDKRIM.
